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Popular conceptualizations of conflict conflate conflict perception with other discrete 
constructs such as disagreement and emotions.  This makes research using those 
conceptualizations difficult to interpret.  I invoke affective events theory to describe how 
constructs conflated with conflict perception, as well as negative prescriptive expectancy 
violations (EVs), may collectively serve as antecedents to conflict perception.  By 
reconceptualizing conflict perception as an evaluative judgment and distinguishing between 
episodic (short-term) and global (long-term) conflict perceptions, my model describes how 
episodic conflict perceptions cumulatively influence global conflict perceptions over time.  Two 
types of events (disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs) were proposed to predict episodic 
conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions.  Disagreements were expected to 
positively predict episodic conflict perceptions when disagreement outcome favorability is low 
and negatively predict job satisfaction when disagreement outcome favorability is high.  A pilot 
study provided initial support for the validity of the main study measures.  Then, a three-phase 
longitudinal design was used to collect data from employed undergraduate participants reporting 
on supervisory relationships.  In Phase 1, training for daily surveys was completed.  In Phase 2, 
ABSTRACT 
 
 
An Affective Events Theory Analysis of Conflict Perception Emergence
  v 
 
participants completed ten daily self-report measures of negative prescriptive EVs, 
disagreements, outcome favorability, emotions, and episodic conflict perceptions.  In Phase 3, 
global conflict perception and job satisfaction were assessed.  This method allowed for an 
examination of multilevel emergence between repeated measures variables at Level 1 (negative 
prescriptive EVs, disagreements, motive inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict perceptions) 
and single measures variables at Level 2 (global conflict perception, job satisfaction).  Data was 
analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis and multilevel regression.  Results generally support 
the proposed model.  However, the nature of the interactions between disagreements and 
outcome favorability on motive inconsistent emotions, motive consistent emotions, and on job 
satisfaction were different than expected.  Implications and future directions are discussed. 
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CONFLICT PERCEPTION  1 
An Affective Events Theory Analysis of Conflict Perception Emergence 
Interpersonal conflict is a basic feature of social interaction (De Dreu, 2011; Hobbes, 
1991, 1651; Jones, 2000).  In organizational settings, conflict perceived within a group has been 
found to exhibit both positive and negative associations with performance (e.g., Amason, 1996; 
Cosier & Dalton, 1990; Jehn, 1994, 1995; Minichilli, Zattoni, & Zona, 2009; O’Neill, Allen, & 
Hastings, 2013; Rispens, 2012; Todorova, Bear, & Weingart, 2014; Wan & Ong, 2005).  These 
disparate outcomes have frequently been attributed to conflict type.  Task conflict, traditionally 
defined as disagreement over task-related issues, has been thought to enhance performance 
because it triggers debate, critical thinking, and information-sharing; relationship conflict, 
traditionally defined as negative affect over relationship-related issues, has been argued to 
undermine performance because it triggers defensiveness, withdrawal, and preoccupation with 
non-task-related concerns (Dhami & Olsson, 2008; Jehn, 2014; Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; 
Tjosvold, 1985).  In contemporary research, however, these hypotheses have not received 
consistent support (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003b; de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012; Loughry & 
Amason, 2014; Thiel, Harvey, Courtright, & Bradley, 2017).   
Rather than abandon the typological approach, contemporary scholars have proposed 
moderators to explain inconsistent findings between conflict types and organizational outcomes 
(e.g., Bradley, Anderson, Baur, & Klotz, 2015; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a; Jehn & Bendersky, 
2003; Loughry & Amason, 2014; O’Neill et al., 2013; Shaw et al., 2011).  This introduces more 
complexity while ignoring a very fundamental problem: the typological approach conflates 
conflict perception and issue type (e.g., task, relationship) with other discrete constructs such as 
disagreement and affect (Bendersky et al., 2014; cf., Nelson, 2001).  To illustrate, scholars (e.g., 
Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn, Greer, Levine, & Szulanski, 2008) have frequently 
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acknowledged that conceptualizations of relationship conflict conflate conflict perception with 
affect.  Research using this conceptualization has found that relationship conflict is negatively 
associated with performance (e.g., Jehn, 1994).  Because of the conflation of constructs, it is 
impossible to know if these findings indicate that the essential construct of relationship-specific 
conflict perception is negatively related to performance (independently of affect) or if the 
findings are simply a replication of the finding that negative affect is inversely related to 
performance (Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009).  Other constructs conflated with 
conflict perception include perceptions of disagreement, interpersonal incompatibility, and 
fighting (Jehn et al., 2008; Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2012).   
In general, conflating of constructs is problematic because it makes it impossible to know 
whether research findings are attributable to one of the constructs, an additive combination of the 
constructs, or some unique (but unknown) interaction among the constructs that fortuitously 
happened to exist in a given study.  Therefore, measurements of conflict perception in studies 
employing the typological approach may reflect variable combinations of the conflated 
constructs.  As such, the reason the typological approach has yielded inconsistent findings may 
be because its measures are not assessing conflict perception independently of other constructs.  
If so, research on moderators of the association between conflict types and performance may 
simply be introducing more complexity without addressing the underlying problem (i.e., 
conflation of constructs). 
Unconflating the constructs that are related to but not equivalent to conflict perception is 
necessary to distinguish the essential construct of conflict perception from the processes through 
which it emerges.  From an applied standpoint, understanding these processes may have 
implications for conflict management.  Generally speaking, interventions may be preventative or 
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rehabilitative, yet conflict management interventions tend to be primarily rehabilitative (Ma, Lee, 
& Yu, 2008).  These interventions are limited to implementation after an interpersonal problem 
manifests.  An understanding of conflict perception emergence may enable the development of 
preventative conflict management interventions that circumvent interpersonal problems before 
they arise or maximize their desirable consequences. 
On the premise that conflict is poorly conceptualized, the purpose of this paper is to 
describe the essential nature of conflict perception and the processes through which it emerges 
both within- and between-persons.  I invoke affective events theory to describe how constructs 
conflated with conflict perception (i.e., disagreement, affect) may serve as antecedents to conflict 
perception.  Affective events theory distinguishes and specifies the relationships among events, 
affect and evaluative judgments.  Simply put, people have affective reactions to events and these 
affective reactions have a cumulative influence on evaluative judgments over time.  By 
reconceptualizing conflict perception as an evaluative judgment, affective events theory can be 
used to depict conflict perception as the outcome of an episodic process.  In my model (Figure 
1), conflict perceptions are depicted as outcomes of affective reactions (motive inconsistent 
emotions) to two types of events (disagreements, negative prescriptive expectancy violations) 
with the relationship between disagreement and conflict perception contingent on (low) outcome 
favorability.  Each event marks a different event cycle in which episodic conflict perceptions 
form through affective reactions. 
My definition of conflict perception was developed on the premise that the concept of 
conflict may differ from the perception of conflict, with the concept of conflict potentially being 
more abstract and difficult to measure.  I define conflict perception as the subjective evaluation 
of conflict within a given relationship over a given period of time.  This definition differs from 
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the one adopted by the typological approach in that it does not conflate conflict perception with 
other discrete constructs like disagreement and affect.   
I examine conflict perceptions within relationships between employees and their 
supervisors.  Research has indicated that supervisor conflict (compared to coworker conflict) is 
particularly relevant to organizational outcomes like job satisfaction (Buke-Lee & Spector, 2006; 
Frone, 2000).  Therefore, the supervisor relationship is an appropriate source of conflict for 
examining the effects of conflict perception on organizationally relevant outcomes.  On this 
premise, job satisfaction is included as an endogenous variable in my model to align this research 
with previous job satisfaction studies conducted by conflict perception (e.g., de Wit et al., 2012) 
and affective events theory (e.g., Judge & Ilies, 2004) researchers.  As suggested by recent 
research (Tjosvold, Wong, & Chen, 2014; Todorova et al., 2014), I propose that disagreements 
high in outcome favorability are positively associated with job satisfaction through motive 
consistent emotions.  Empirical support for this proposal would demonstrate that disagreement is 
better conceptualized as an antecedent of conflict perception rather than equated with it.   
 
Figure 1. Theoretical model with repeated measures and single measure variables specified.1 
 
1 Figure 1 is indexed in the Figures section but is presented here for ease of reference. 
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Researchers of supervisor conflict have frequently shown interest in organizational 
justice, particularly procedural justice (i.e., fairness).  This research indicates that supervisor 
conflict is related to perceptions of unfairness (Liu, Yang, & Nauta, 2013) and that fairness 
perceptions affect how employees react to supervisor conflict emotionally (Volmer, 2015) and in 
terms of conflict management strategies (Rahim, Magner, & Shapiro, 2000).  The current 
research treats perceived conflict as an outcome of particular events (i.e., expectancy violations, 
disagreements) to describe the process by which conflict perceptions emerge over time.  
Subsequent research may investigate the role of these relationships in fairness perceptions. 
Because conflict research has tended to focus on the consequences of conflict rather than 
the antecedents, relatively little research has focused on the relationship between individual 
differences and conflict.  Notwithstanding, some research has revealed that individual 
differences in personality can lead to conflict (Bono, Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002; Wall & 
Callister, 1995).  Spector and Bruk-Lee’s (2008) emotion-centered model of job stress proposes 
that some individual differences such as locus of control and negative affectivity moderate 
emotional reactions to conflict perception which determine the extent to which conflict 
perception causes psychological, behavioral, and physiological strains.  Rather than examining 
how individual differences determine the magnitude of conflict or reactions to conflict, I focus 
on the emergence of individual differences in global conflict perception and job satisfaction 
through event-specific processes.   
To conceptualize the event cycles just described as processes through which conflict 
perceptions emerge both within- and between-persons, I invoke multilevel theories of emergence 
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Korsgaard, Ployhart, & Ulrich, 2014).  Multilevel “emergence” 
refers to cross-level, bottom-up relationships between lower level and upper level constructs 
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within a multilevel framework.  I investigate person-level conflict perception emergence by 
examining how episodic, within-person processes (Level 1, repeated measures) influence stable, 
between-person differences (Level 2, single measures) in perceived conflict.  Events (negative 
prescriptive expectancy violations, disagreement), outcome favorability, emotions, and episodic 
conflict perceptions are represented at Level 1 because they were assessed with repeated 
measures and therefore are nested within-subjects.  Global conflict perceptions – summary 
evaluations of conflict perceptions across social encounters – and job satisfaction are represented 
at Level 2 because they were assessed with single measures. 
In the following pages, I present the typological approach to conflict perception in its 
contemporary form, its conceptual problems, and the need for a new model of conflict 
perception.  Then, I advance an affective events based model of conflict perception emergence 
and its constituent parts.  These parts include a reconceptualization of conflict perception as an 
evaluative judgment, the events that influence conflict perception, and the conflict-related 
emotions through which this influence occurs.  Finally, I describe the multilevel nature of my 
model, the cross-level relationships that constitute emergent processes, and the importance of 
studying these processes for understanding the essential nature of conflict perception. 
Jehn’s Typology 
Modern research on conflict perception in organizations is dominated by Jehn’s (1992, 
1995, 1997) typology of conflict (DeChurch, Mesmer-Magnus, & Doty, 2013; De Dreu & 
Weingart, 2003b; de Wit et al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013).  Inspired by the distinction between 
task and relationship conflict (Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954), Jehn’s typology was initially comprised 
of two conflict types (Jehn, 1992, 1994, 1995).  Task conflict referred to disagreement over task 
issues and relationship conflict referred to negative affect over relationship issues.  Subsequent 
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work resulted in a three-part typology consisting of relationship conflict, task conflict, and 
process conflict (Shah & Jehn, 1993; Jehn, 1997; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999).   
In the following sections, I define each conflict type in their commonly used and revised 
forms and note the ambiguities in each conceptualization.  Then, I identify the separable 
constructs conflated with conflict perception in each conceptualization (conflict issue type, 
incompatibility, fighting, affect, disagreement) and argue that a new model of conflict perception 
is needed to redress the limitations of Jehn’s typology and to empirically test its underlying 
assumptions. 
Relationship Conflict 
Two conceptualizations of relationship conflict have appeared since the introduction of 
Jehn’s typology.  First, relationship conflict was defined as having cognitive and affective 
components.  For example, Jehn and Mannix (2001) defined relationship conflict as “an 
awareness of interpersonal incompatibilities [that] includes affective components such as feeling 
tension and friction” (p. 238) and measures included affect-related terms such as “tension,” 
“anger,” “friction,” and “emotional conflict,” (Jehn, 1994, 1995; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Pearson, 
Ensley, & Amason, 2002).  Later, Jehn and Bendersky (2003; Bendersky et al., 2014; Jehn, 
2014) suggested that relationship conflict be conceptualized independently of affect because 
(they theorized) relationship conflicts may be high or low in affect.   
Since this suggestion was made, scholars have reconceptualized relationship conflict as 
independent of affect and developed a measure to assess this revised conceptualization (Jehn et 
al., 2008).  However, researchers have infrequently utilized the revised conceptualization and, 
curiously, contemporary scholars continue to use the unrevised conceptual and operational 
approaches.  For example, de Wit, Jehn, and Scheepers (2013) define relationship conflicts as 
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“disagreements that arise from interpersonal incompatibilities…[that] include affective elements 
such as feeling friction and tension” (p. 177; see also, Bradley et al., 2015) and recent research 
continues to employ Jehn's (1995; Jehn et al., 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 2001, Pearson et al., 2002) 
early measures that conflate relationship conflict with affect (e.g., Ismail, Richard, & Taylor, 
2012; Jimmieson, Tucker, & Campbell, 2017; Jung, Martelaro, & Hinds, 2015; Jungst & 
Blumberg, 2016; Meier, Gross, Spector, & Semmer, 2013; Solansky, Singh, & Huang, 2014; 
Thiel et al., 2017; Xie & Luan, 2014).  Apparently, the reconceptualization of relationship 
conflict as independent of affect has not been ubiquitously accepted by all conflict researchers.   
Perhaps scholars have not embraced the revised conceptual and operational approaches to 
relationship conflict because the only available measure (Jehn et al., 2008; Appendix A) appears 
to lack construct validity.  There are several reasons for this.  First, Jehn et al.’s measure refers to 
“fighting” in three out of four items.  As such, this measure seems to assess perceptions of 
fighting rather than perceptions of conflict.  Second, revised conceptualizations of relationship 
conflict emphasize “disagreement,” “incompatibilities” and “nonwork personal issues” (e.g., 
Bendersky et al., 2014; Jehn, 2014; Jehn et al., 2012).  For example, Jehn et al. (2012) defined 
relationship conflicts as “disagreements and incompatibilities among group members about 
nonwork personal issues” (p. 135).  However, it does not appear that these constructs are actually 
accessed with Jehn et al.’s (2008) measure.  Disagreement appears in only one out of the four 
items, there is no reference to incompatibilities, and nonwork personal issues are only vaguely 
indicated. 
The conceptual ambiguity of nonwork personal issues deserves special attention because 
scholars have stressed the importance of nonwork personal issues for distinguishing relationship 
conflict (from task and process conflict) in both revised and unrevised conceptualizations (Barki 
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& Hartwick, 2004; Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009, 2017; Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn et 
al., 2012).  Examples of nonwork personal issues include politics, gossip, social events (Jehn et 
al., 2012), public transport (Jehn, 2014), clothing preferences, community events, hobbies (Jehn, 
1994), religion, fashion, food, livable cities (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003), “dislike among group 
members” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 238), and “who is the funniest team member” (De Dreu, 
2011, p. 463).  However, measures make only vague reference to these issues with terms like 
“personality clashes” (Jehn, 1994), “personality conflicts” (Jehn, 1995), “relationship tension” 
(Jehn & Mannix, 2001), “personal issues,” “personal matters,” “non-work things,” and “social or 
personality things” (Jehn et al., 2008).  Items that do not make such references either make no 
reference at all to “nonwork personal issues” or seem to reference task-related issues (e.g., “How 
much tension was there in the group during decisions?;” Pearson et al., 2002).  As such, the 
extent to which the “nonwork personal issues” listed above actually factor into the measurement 
of relationship conflict is not clear.  Language used to depict relationship issues in self-report 
measures is presented in Table 1. 
In sum, conflict scholars continue to conflate relationship conflict with affect and the 
most recent conceptualizations conflate conflict perception with nonwork personal issues, 
disagreement, incompatibility, and fighting.  Before examining how each of these constructs may 
differ from conflict perception, I review conceptual approaches to task and process conflict. 
Task and Process Conflict 
 Task conflicts are “disagreements in workgroups regarding ideas and opinions about the 
content of the task” (Jehn et al., 2012, pgs. 134-135).  Examples of task conflict issues are 
“differing viewpoints about what information to include in a consulting report” (Jehn et al., 
2012, p. 135), different ways to perform a calculation (Jehn, 1994), and different ways to 
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interpret data (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003).  Process conflicts are “disagreements about delegation 
of task responsibilities and resources” (Jehn et al., 2012, p. 135).  Examples of process conflict 
issues include “how to schedule tasks efficiently,” “who is responsible for writing up the final 
report,” and “who will make the presentation” (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003, p. 201).  Language 
used to depict task and process conflict issues in self-report measures is presented in Table 1. 
Task conflict and process conflict are similar in that they are both defined as task-related 
disagreement.  Not surprisingly then, Behfar, Mannix, Peterson, and Trochim (2011) found in 
their review of prior research that measures of task and process conflict tend to be correlated, 
sometimes as high as .93 (de Wit et al., 2012).  Through qualitative interviews, Behfar et al. 
concluded that previous measures of task and process conflict did not clearly distinguish between 
task and process issues (see also, Bendersky et al., 2014).  Although they did not claim to have 
revised the conceptual definitions, the items included in their final measure indicate significant 
revisions to task and process conflict. 
Behfar et al.’s (2011) empirical work expands the conceptualization of task conflict to 
include not only task-related disagreements but also task-related discussion about the strengths 
and weaknesses of ideas.  Based on the items selected in factor analysis (see Appendix B), the 
elaborated definition of task conflict emphasizes analysis, debate, and discussion of divergent 
ideas (e.g., “How often do your team members discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints?”) 
(Behfar et al., 2011, p. 148).  Process conflict was subdivided into two dimensions: logistical 
conflict and contribution conflict (Behfar et al., 2011).  Logistical conflict emphasizes 
disagreement related to logistical issues such as the assignment of work shifts, individual 
responsibilities, and the amount of time to spend on work-related activities (e.g., “How 
frequently do your team members disagree about the optimal amount of time to spend in 
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meetings?”; p. 148).  Contribution conflict emphasizes “tension” related to the inadequate 
contributions of group members (e.g., free riding, social loafing, insufficient preparation, 
tardiness; “How often is there tension in your team caused by member(s) not performing as well 
as expected?”) (p. 149).  A factor analysis confirmed that these conceptual distinctions 
effectively differentiate between task conflict and each subtype of process conflict. 
Behfar et al.'s conceptual revisions to task and process conflict are telling of the 
theoretical integrity of Jehn's typology.  While the revisions were made under the guise of 
providing a construct valid measure of each construct, factor analysis was used to select items 
and verify construct validity (specifically discriminant validity).  When factor analysis is used 
for item selection, discriminant validity evidence provided by item factor loadings is tautological 
(Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991; Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003; Le Schmidt & Putka, 
2009).  The factors underlying each set of items are independent because the items were selected 
for their independence.  This is an important point because Behfar et al. (2011; Appendix B) 
found that Jehn et al.'s (2008; Appendix A) revised relationship conflict items did not load on a 
separate factor when included in a factor analysis with their revised task and process conflict 
items.  This suggests that the revised conceptualization of relationship conflict may not be 
empirically distinguishable from the revised conceptualizations of task and process conflict.   
As such, there are construct validity problems with all existing measures of Jehn’s 
conflict types.  Early measures of relationship conflict are contaminated with affect and deficient 
in relationship (i.e., nonwork personal) issues (e.g., Jehn, 1995; Appendix C; Jehn & Mannix, 
2001; Appendix D) while the revised measure is contaminated with fighting perceptions and 
deficient in incompatibility and disagreement (Jehn et al., 2008; Appendix A).  Early measures 
of task and process conflict exhibit poor discriminant validity from each other while Behfar et 
CONFLICT PERCEPTION  12 
al’s (2011) subscales exhibit poor discriminant validity from the revised conceptualization of 
relationship conflict.   
Moreover, the strong discriminant validity evidence for Behfar et al.'s (2011) task and 
process conflict subscales may be attributable to the other discrete constructs with which each 
conceptualization is conflated.  Contribution conflict conflates conflict perception with tension 
which, as mentioned above and by Jehn et al. (2008), invokes affect (for psychometric evidence 
that perceived tension is an affective state; see McNair, Lorr & Droppleman, 1981).  Task 
conflict and logistical conflict conflate conflict perception with discussion, debate, and 
disagreement.   
In the following section, I describe the problems resulting from conflating or equating 
conflict perception with other discrete constructs (conflict issue type, disagreement, 
incompatibility, fighting).  Although I noted that discussion and debate have been conflated with 
conflict perception, I do not focus on these constructs below for two reasons.  First, the basis for 
distinguishing discussion and debate from conflict perception is similar to that for distinguishing 
disagreement from conflict perception.  Second, disagreement is the construct most frequently 
equated with conflict (Cosier & Dalton, 1990; Dhami & Olsson, 2008; Jehn, 2014; Guetzkow & 
Gyr, 1954; Tjosvold, 1985).   
Conflated Constructs 
Issue type. Issue type is often considered a basis for differentiating among conflict types 
(Barki & Hartwick, 2004; Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009; Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al., 2012; Solansky et al., 
2014).  However, conflict issue type is not the only distinguishing characteristic of each conflict 
type.  Relationship conflict is distinguished (from the other conflict types) by its emphasis on 
affect, fighting, and incompatibility while task conflict is distinguished by disagreement and 
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debate, and process conflict is distinguished by disagreement and tension.  The conflation of 
conflict issue type with multiple other constructs makes it difficult to know whether and to what 
extent conflict issue type influenced research findings in a given study.  Moreover, the extent to 
which conflict issue type is captured by existing measures of relationship conflict is unclear.  It 
may be that conflict issue type does not consistently influence research findings on conflict 
perception.  To disambiguate its true role, conflict issue type should be conceptualized and 
operationalized independently of conflict perception. 
Disagreement. Although widely accepted, scholars have objected to the equating of 
disagreement with conflict for decades (e.g., Bendersky et al.,2014; Napier & Gershenfeld, 1973; 
Simons, 1974; Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008).  Empirical support for the conceptual independence 
of perceived conflict and perceived disagreement is provided by findings that lay persons do not 
consider disagreement and conflict to be the same thing (e.g., Kerwin, Doherty, & Harman, 
2011).  Even Behfar et al. (2011) found, in their qualitative interviews, that “respondents rated 
items containing the word ‘conflict’ lower…[as less frequent] than items containing the word 
‘disagreements’” (p. 146).  This suggests that respondents perceive conflict differently from 
disagreement.  If perceptions of conflict and disagreement are different, they should not be 
equated as they are in Jehn’s typology.   
Incompatibility. Both the revised and unrevised conceptualizations of relationship 
conflict emphasize perceptions of incompatibility (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Jehn et al., 2012).  
Equating perceptions of incompatibility and perceptions of conflict may be problematic.  
Conflict may be perceived as resolvable or unresolvable (Thomas, 1992) while incompatibility 
implies a history or expectation of unresolvable conflict, specifically.  It may be that people 
attribute perceived conflict to incompatibility when conflict seems unresolvable but not when 
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conflict seems resolvable.  If so, one may perceive a high level of conflict but low 
incompatibility if conflict is perceived as resolvable.   
Perceived incompatibility may also emerge in the absence of conflict perception if 
incompatibility perceptions stem from a perceived mismatch of skills, schedules or working 
styles between employees.  In such cases, incompatible members of a team may simply choose 
to work with different members with whom they are compatible and thereby avoid conflict 
perception (cf., Raajpoot & Sharma, 2006).  Because of these possibilities, the assumption of 
construct equivalence between perceived incompatibility and perceived conflict deserves 
empirical scrutiny. 
Fighting. Jehn et al.’s (2008) relationship conflict subscale, designed to conceptually 
disentangle relationship conflict from affect, refers to “fighting” in three out of four items.  This 
raises the question of whether these items are measuring perceptions of conflict or perceptions of 
fighting.  In addition, reference to fighting might restrict the full range of relationship conflict 
issues.  As noted above, Jehn and Bendersky (2003) indicated that simple, unemotional 
disagreements about “food” are relationship conflict (p. 200).  According to recent accounts 
however (Weingart, Behfar, Bendersky, Todorova, & Jehn, 2015), fighting suggests a conflict 
that has escalated to a high level of intensity and is actively engaged by multiple people.  As 
such, including the word fighting in the measurement of relationship conflict might exclude low 
intensity disagreements about “food.”   
Moreover, one might suspect that fighting erupts when affect reaches high levels.  If so, 
Jehn et al.’s (2008) relationship conflict items might only measure conflict perceptions that are 
accompanied by high levels of negative affect.  In support of this possibility, Rispens (2012) 
found that negative emotion mediated the association between task conflict and Jehn et al.’s 
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(2008) measure of relationship conflict.  If fighting perceptions only form when individuals 
experience intense affect and are actively engaged, fighting perceptions may be better 
conceptualized as a potential outcome of conflict perception.  As such, the implicitly assumed 
construct equivalence between fighting perceptions and conflict perceptions is questionable. 
The Need for a New Model 
Jehn’s typology conflates conflict perception with other discrete constructs including 
affect, conflict issue type, disagreement, incompatibility, and fighting.  Conflation of constructs 
makes it difficult to interpret research findings because it obfuscates the extent to which each 
construct influenced the findings in a given study.  In the present context, the conflation of 
constructs may be particularly problematic because the constructs conflated with conflict 
perception in Jehn’s typology may be antecedents or consequences of conflict perception.  
Conflation of a construct with its antecedents or consequences makes it impossible to test the 
relationships between the essential construct, its antecedents, and consequences (MacKenzie, 
2003).   
 In the next section, I present a model of conflict perception emergence grounded in 
affective events theory.  Affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) is ideally suited 
for the present purposes because it describes how evaluative constructs emerge.  To harness 
affective events theory for the study of conflict perception emergence, I conceptualize 
disagreement and affect as antecedents to conflict perception and conflict perception as an 
evaluative judgment that can be investigated at an event-specific (i.e., episodic) level and a 
global level. 
As an evaluative judgment, conflict perception is defined as the subjective evaluation of 
conflict within a relationship over a given period of time.  This definition differs from a litany of 
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conceptual approaches produced in conflict research (for reviews, see Fink, 1968 and Putnam, 
2006).  While space limitations preclude the direct comparison of my definition will all other 
definitions of conflict, three enduring conceptual themes in the conflict literature may provide 
useful comparisons.  The first conceptual theme in the conflict literature is exemplified by the 
typological approach in which conflict is defined in terms of disagreement and affect.  My 
definition of conflict is different from these approaches in that it does not conflate conflict with 
other constructs like disagreement and affect.  Second, process models of conflict (e.g., Pondy, 
1967; Thomas, 1992) define conflict as a process made up of various perceptions, emotions, 
intentions, behaviors, and outcomes.  In process models, conflict perception is considered just 
one feature of a conflict (e.g., Pondy, 1967; Spector & Bruk-lee, 2008). 
A third conceptual theme exists among conceptualizations that define conflict at the 
“level of action” (Deutsch, 1969, 1973; Hocker & Wilmot, 2014; Tjosvold et al., 2014; Schmidt 
& Kochan, 1972).  This perspective argues that conflict cannot be differentiated from 
competition unless conflict is defined in terms of incompatible activities, behavioral interference, 
or blocking of one party’s goal-directed action by another party.  Understanding conflict defined 
in this way involves identifying the preconditions that provoke incompatible activities such as 
perceived goal incompatibility and resource scarcity.  One problem with this perspective is that it 
also tends to acknowledge that subjective perceptions determine whether or not conflict exists.  
Deutsch (1969) acknowledges that if goal incompatibilities do not exist but two parties believe 
that they do, they are in conflict.  For example, if two employees are arguing because they both 
want a certain work shift yet neither knows they can both work at the same time (i.e., there is no 
true goal incompatibility), they are still in conflict.  As such, one may argue that this approach 
does not truly define conflict at the “level of action” and is therefore not clearly distinguished 
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from conflict perception 
Recognizing this and other limitations of Deutsch’s approach, Ruben (1978) 
distinguished between objective and subjective (“conflict-as-conceived”) forms of conflict.  The 
objective form of conflict (“conflict at the level of action”) is defined in the context of living 
systems theory and proposes that conflict exists when the demands of the environment cannot be 
met by a living system (i.e., an organism).  This form of conflict may be considered succinctly as 
an adaptation failure of an organism.  The subjective form of conflict (“conflict as conceived”) is 
what I refer to as conflict perception.  Ruben’s conceptualization designates conflict perception 
as uniquely human and conflict at the “level of action” as a characteristic that may describe 
interactions among nonhuman organisms and between organisms and nonliving features of their 
environment.   
Ruben’s distinction between conflict and conflict perception is a central inspiration for 
the present paper.  However, instead of regarding “conflict” from a living systems perspective, I 
regard conflict as a fuzzy concept that is multifaceted, complex, and extremely difficult to 
define.  In contrast to the fuzzy concept of conflict, I regard conflict perception as a discrete 
object of study that is comparatively easy to define because it is simply the extent to which 
conflict is perceived in relation to a target.  Other theoretical models of conflict have made the 
explicit distinction between actual conflict and perceived conflict (e.g., Pondy, 1967; Spector & 
Bruk-Lee, 2008), but the current project is the first to provide a theoretical model of how conflict 
perceptions emerge both within- and between-persons. 
An Affective Events Theory Analysis 
Affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) is grounded in two premises: (1) 
people have affective reactions to events and (2) these reactions have a cumulative influence on 
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how they evaluate their work environments.  Although these premises are simple, they have 
important implications for how we conceptualize evaluative constructs.  The most relevant for 
my purposes is that events, affect, and evaluative judgments are independent, causally related 
constructs.  This makes affective events theory a useful framework for examining the emergence 
of evaluative judgments in work settings.   
To use affective evens theory as a framework for examining the emergence of conflict 
perception, I reconceptualize conflict perception as an evaluative judgment.  In so doing, I mirror 
the application of affective events theory to job satisfaction (Fisher, 2000; Fuller et al., 2003; 
Ilies & Judge, 2002; Judge & Ilies, 2004; Weiss, Nicholas, & Daus, 1999; Weiss & Cropanzano, 
1996).  Initially, affective events theory was proposed to differentiate and specify the 
relationship between job satisfaction and affect (Weiss & Beal, 2005).  At the time, various 
definitions of job satisfaction existed and some of them incorporated both cognitive and affective 
components in their definitions (e.g., Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992).  Weiss and Cropanzano 
(1996; Weiss, 2002) viewed this as problematic because the cognitive and affective elements 
included in definitions of job satisfaction could be conceptualized as antecedents to the essential 
construct (job satisfaction).  Using the affective events theory framework, Weiss and Cropanzano 
(1996) differentiated job satisfaction from affect by reconceptualizing job satisfaction as an 
evaluative judgment influenced by affective reactions to events over time.  My goal is to 
similarly isolate the evaluative component of conflict perception by reconceptualizating it as an 
evaluative judgment. 
Conceptualizing conflict perception as an evaluative judgment coheres with the efforts of 
communication scholars to describe the relationship between emotion and conflict perception 
(Bodtker & Jameson, 2001; Jones & Bodtker, 2001; Jones, 2000).  Jones (2000) argued that the 
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events that trigger conflict perception also trigger emotion because both conflict perceptions and 
emotions are triggered by events that are appraised as goal incongruent.  Subsequently, Bodtker 
and Jameson (2001) proposed that people perceive conflict because of the emotions they are 
experiencing such that emotions exert a causal influence on conflict perception.  By 
conceptualizing conflict perception as an evaluative judgment, this position can be grounded in 
Schwartz’s (1990) account of feelings as information which states that people draw on feeling 
states to form evaluative judgments. 
There are two primary advantages of reconceptualizing conflict perception as an 
evaluative judgment within an affective events theory framework.  First, it conceptually 
disentangles the essential construct of conflict perception from the other discrete constructs with 
which it has been conflated in Jehn’s typology.  Second, it specifies the relationships between 
conflict perception, conflict-related affect, and conflict-triggering events.  As such, my 
investigation differs from other research invoking affective events theory in which conflict 
perception is conceptualized as an event (Ayoko, Konrad & Boyle, 2012; Callan & Hartel, 2003; 
Ilies, Johnson, Judge, & Keeney, 2011; Kerwin & Doherty, 2012; Kurtzberg & Mueller, 2005; 
Martinez-Corts, Demerouti, Bakker, & Boz, 2015; Ohly & Schmitt, 2013; O'Neill & Allen, 
2014; Rhoades, Arnold, & Jay, 2001; Rispens & Demerouti, 2016; Sliter, Pui, Sliter, & Jex, 
2011; Todorova et al., 2014; Volmer, 2015; Volmer, Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Niessen, 2012; 
Yang & Mossholder, 2004). 
In the following sections, I first delineate the features of my reconceptualization of 
conflict perception as an evaluative judgment and distinguish between two variants of conflict 
perception based on this reconceptualization (episodic and global conflict perception).  Second, I 
describe two categories of conflict-triggering events (negative prescriptive expectancy violations, 
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disagreements), how the effects of disagreement on conflict perception may depend on outcome 
favorability, and how this contingency may explain inconsistent findings in conflict research.  
Third, I discuss how affect has been regarded in the conflict literature and its role in my model of 
conflict perception emergence. 
Conflict Perception as an Evaluative Judgment 
In this section, I reconceptualize conflict perception according to the central features of 
attitudes.  An attitude is an evaluative judgment distinguished by two facets: quality of 
evaluation and target of evaluation (cf., Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012).  Whereas quality of 
evaluation refers to how something is being evaluated (e.g., in terms of favorability or 
satisfaction), target of evaluation refers to what (or who) is being evaluated (e.g., job, 
organization, coworkers).  To continue with job satisfaction as an example, job satisfaction is 
conceptualized as an attitude when defined as an employee’s level of satisfaction with their job 
(Weiss, 2002).2  The quality of evaluation is the perceived level of satisfaction and the target of 
evaluation is the job.   
Targets vary in terms of specificity and temporality (cf., Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 
2012).  Specificity refers to the degree to which the target is general versus specific.  For 
example, job satisfaction may be considered to have less target specificity relative to its lower 
order factors such as satisfaction with work, supervision, coworkers, pay, and promotions 
(Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969) but more target specificity relative to higher order factors such 
as life satisfaction (Judge & Watanabe, 1993).  Temporality refers to the timeframe or temporal 
boundaries within which a target is evaluated.  For example, job satisfaction may be 
 
2 While this conceptualization is widely accepted by contemporary scholars, it differs from conceptualizations that 
were popular before the introduction of affective events theory that conflated job satisfaction with affect and 
information processing (e.g., Cranny et al., 1992). 
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conceptualized as one’s level of satisfaction with one’s job over a length of two weeks or six 
months.  In reconceptualizing conflict perception as an evaluative judgment, I will define each of 
these characteristics in turn. 
Quality of evaluation. I define the quality of evaluation in my reconceptualization of 
conflict perception as the level (i.e. amount) of conflict.  Hence, whereas the evaluative quality 
of conflict perception is multifaceted when conflated with other constructs, the evaluative quality 
I am proposing is unitary.  Evidence that simpler measures using fewer qualities of evaluation 
are more internally consistent (i.e., have less measurement error) than those that use multifaceted 
qualities of evaluation (Klein, Cooper, Molloy, & Swanson, 2014) suggests that conceptualizing 
conflict perception with a single, unitary target of evaluation may enable more precise and 
reliable measurement. 
Target of evaluation. In the contemporary literature, the target of conflict perception is 
typically a dyad or group relationship3 and the timeframe is either long in duration (e.g., six 
months; Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009) or unspecified (e.g., Behfar et al., 2011; Solansky et al., 2014).  
For example, group members may report perceptions of conflict in a team over an unspecified 
timeframe.  This treats conflict perception as a global, summary evaluation and overlooks the 
variety of relationship-specific (dyadic or subgroup) and event-specific (short in duration) 
conflict perceptions that may contribute to global perceptions of conflict over time (Korsgaard et 
al., 2014).   
In contrast, traditional models of episodic conflict (e.g., Pondy, 1967; Thomas,1992) 
depict conflict perception as event-specific, arising within a conflict episode.  A conflict episode 
is an isolated social encounter marked by a specific, conflict-triggering event.  Conflict 
 
3 In their discussion of self-referential and group-referential conceptualizations, Preacher, Zyphur, and Zhang (2010, 
p. 222) elaborate on this distinction explicitly.   
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perceptions aroused during a conflict episode (episodic conflict perceptions) have a short target 
temporality compared to the global, summary evaluations of conflict indicated by common 
conceptual and operational approaches.  In light of the difference between conflict perceptions 
that differ in their target temporality, global conflict perceptions may be distinguished from 
episodic conflict perceptions. 
Global and episodic conflict perceptions may differ systematically for three reasons.  
First, people rely on different kinds of memory to construct global and (recent) episodic 
perceptions (Schwartz, 2011).  As the accessibility of episodic memory declines over time, 
people become increasingly dependent on alternative sources of information such as beliefs and 
attitudes in semantic memory.  As such, episodic conflict perceptions formed during or shortly 
after a conflict episode may more accurately reflect experience than global conflict perception 
(Schwartz, 2011; Wirtz, Kruger, Scollon, & Diener, 2003).  In contrast, global conflict 
perceptions might be more heavily influenced by general attitudes toward the target (e.g., how 
much people like their workgroup) than actual experiences of conflict (cf., Kahneman, Krueger, 
Schkade, Schwarz, & Stone, 2004). 
Second, global and episodic perceptions may emphasize negative events differently.  For 
reasons reviewed by Schwartz (2011; e.g., social desirability bias, demand characteristics), 
people may systematically underreport negative events when responding to items that specify a 
long (rather than short) timeframe.  However, research comparing concurrent and retrospective 
reports indicates that people tend to remember negative events as more negative than they 
experienced them (Wirtz et al., 2003; see also, Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 
2001).  Therefore, it is also possible that global reports may systematically emphasize intense 
negative events more than episodic reports. 
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 Third, global and episodic perceptions may predict outcomes differently.  The strength of 
association between an evaluation and behavior depends on the extent to which the evaluation 
and behavior share contextual influences (Schwartz & Bohner, 2001; Schwartz, 2007).  When 
context similarity between the evaluation and behavior is high, similar information is accessible 
at the time of evaluation and behavior.  Relative to global conflict perceptions, episodic conflict 
perceptions are highly contextualized because they correspond to a specific social encounter 
(Thomas, 1992).  Therefore, it may be said that event-triggered episodic conflict perceptions 
should better predict subsequent behavior related to that event compared to global conflict 
perceptions.4     
This last point has serious implications for conflict perception research.  Most conflict 
perception research has examined global conflict perceptions as a predictor of between-group (or 
between-person) differences in outcomes like performance (de Wit et al., 2012).  This approach 
may constitute a “mismatch” between predictor and outcome contextual influences (Schwartz, 
2007; Schwartz & Bohner, 2001).  Whereas global perceptions are poor representations of 
contextual influences on actual experience (Beal, 2015; Schwartz, 2011; Wirtz et al., 2003), 
between-person differences in performance are determined by the particulars of discrete 
performance episodes (e.g., affect; Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005).  As such, an 
aggregation of episodic conflict perceptions over time may better predict between-group or 
between-person differences in performance compared to a single, decontextualized, global 
conflict perception (cf., Beal & Weiss, 2012; see also, Chan, 1998; Kozlowski, Chao, Grand, 
Braun, & Kuljanin, 2013; Preacher, Zhang, & Zyphur, 2016).  If so, inconsistencies in research 
findings on the association between conflict perception and performance (e.g., de Wit et al., 
 
4 This may be especially true to the extent that episodic conflict perceptions are formed in “hot” states and global 
conflict perceptions are formed in “cold” states (Loewenstein & Schkade, 1999; see also, Schwarz & Clore, 2007). 
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2012) may be due to the emphasis on global rather than episodic conflict perceptions or 
inconsistencies in the target temporality of conflict perceptions across studies. 5 
In sum, episodic and global conflict perceptions can and should be conceptualized as 
separate constructs.  As yet, however, there has been no research on the convergent and 
divergent (i.e., discriminant) validity of these constructs.  In the first study to examine conflict 
perceptions both episodically and globally, I propose that episodic and global conflict 
perceptions are distinct but related variables because both perceptions derive from episodic 
memories, however, episodic memories are more accessible when reporting episodic conflict 
perceptions (see Figure 1).  I will examine concurrent episodic conflict perceptions (over ten 
workdays) and global conflict perceptions using a target temporality of one month.   
Hypothesis 1: Episodic conflict perceptions positively predict global conflict perception. 
Events 
 In organizational settings, two types of events may qualify as conflict-triggering: negative 
prescriptive expectancy violations and disagreements.  These two event types may subsume 
various social encounters alluded to in Jehn’s typology (e.g., hostile acts, disputes, debate, 
analysis; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn et al., 2008) as well as other events such as non-hostile 
norm violations and subtle but off-putting behavior (e.g., a delayed email response).  As such, 
negative prescriptive expectancy violations and disagreements may potentially account for a 
greater range of situations in which conflict is perceived than that accounted for by Jehn’s 
typology.  In the following sections, I describe each of these event types, their conceptual 
distinctiveness, and their role in an affective events theory analysis of conflict perception 
 
5 Nonetheless, global (compared to episodic) conflict perceptions may better predict decisions (e.g., the choice to 
continue working with a given workgroup) because people draw on the same information source (i.e., semantic 
memory) to make decisions as they do to construct global perceptions (Schwartz, 2011; Wirtz et al., 2003). 
However, such outcomes are seldom studied by conflict perception researchers. 
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emergence. 
Prescriptive expectancy violations. An expectancy is an “enduring pattern of 
anticipated behavior” (Burgoon, 1993, p. 31).  Expectancies are derived from a person's prior 
experiences with a particular individual, assumptions or stereotypes about social groups (e.g., 
gender, race, job level), perceptions and beliefs of how people behave given certain situational 
factors (e.g., status differences, formality norms, time of day, communication objectives), or 
prior experiences with a given situation (e.g., a performance review, an emergency). 
Two types of expectancies are distinguished by expectancy violations (EVs) theory: 
predictive expectancies and prescriptive expectancies (Burgoon, 1993).  Whereas predictive 
expectancies are beliefs about how a person will behave in a given situation, prescriptive 
expectancies are beliefs about how a person should behave in a given situation.  Prescriptive 
expectancies are different from social norms.  A social norm is a rule for behavior that applies to 
a specific population of people who know that the rule exists, prefer to conform to the rule, and 
perceive there being negative consequences for nonconformity (Bicchieri, 2006).  In contrast, 
prescriptive expectancies do not necessarily apply to a population or group and may be 
relationship-specific or even context-specific such that they are singly held by one individual and 
pertain to one other individual under a specific set of circumstances (Afifi & Metts, 1998).  
Hence, prescriptive expectancies are more individuating than social norms. 
An expectancy violation (EV) occurs when an observed behavior is significantly 
discrepant with an expectancy (predictive or prescriptive).  EVs may include the expression of 
anger (McPherson, Kearney, & Plax, 2003), physical closeness during ordinary social interaction 
(Burgoon, 1993), profane language (Johnson, 2012; Johnson & Lewis, 2010), long email 
response latency (Kalman & Rafaeli, 2011), informality in professional settings (Stephens, 
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Houser & Cowan, 2009), and sexual advances in professional settings (Lannutti, Laliker & Hale, 
2001).  EVs trigger arousal that causes attention to focus on the observed behavior and explore 
the meaning of the behavior (Le Poire & Burgoon, 1996).  As such, EVs influence subsequent 
cognitive processes (e.g., attention, memory, bias and effortful processing; Kroneisen, Woehe & 
Rausch, 2015; Plaks, Grant, Dweck, 2005), emotion (e.g., anxiety; Plaks et al., 2005) and 
behavior (e.g., poorer task performance, nonverbal avoidance behavior; Mendes, Blascovich, 
Hunter, Lickel, & Jost, 2007).   
Some research indicates that these effects of EVs depend (at least in part) on the valence 
of the violation (Bartholow, Fabiani, Gratton, & Bettencourt, 2001).  A positive EV occurs when 
an observed, discrepant behavior is evaluated more favorably than the expectancy while a 
negative EV occurs when an observed, discrepant behavior is evaluated less favorably than the 
expectancy.  Positive EVs tend to elicit more favorable evaluations of a target person (who 
performed the behavior construed as an EV) compared to an expectancy confirmation while 
negative EVs tend to elicit less favorable evaluations of a target person than an expectancy 
confirmation (Afifi & Metts, 1998; Floyd & Voloudakis, 1999; Kernahan, Bartholow, & 
Bettencourt, 2000).   
Guerrero and La Valley (2006) suggested that conflict may arise from negative 
prescriptive EVs.  This argument was based on the finding that EVs have been shown to elicit 
behavioral reactions that resemble conflict management strategies (i.e., reciprocation, 
compensation; Burgoon, Poire, & Rosenthal, 1995).  In addition, conflict scholars have regarded 
a number of other types of violations as antecedents of conflict including fairness violations (De 
Dreu, 2010, 2011; Kabanoff, 1991; Wall & Nolan, 1987), cultural norm violations (Ting-
Toomey, 1985; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001), and violations of respect (e.g., rude behavior; 
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Ren & Gray, 2009).  Given that these more specific types of violations are subtypes of 
prescriptive EVs, the idea that prescriptive EVs may trigger conflict perception is not entirely 
new. 
Surprisingly however, almost no research has examined the role of negative prescriptive 
EVs (or any type of violation) in conflict perception emergence.  In a recent lab study, Jung et al. 
(2015) found that a disrespectful verbal attack (by a confederate on a group task) resulted in 
higher task and relationship conflict.  While this finding is consistent with the idea that negative 
prescriptive EVs serve as an antecedent to conflict perception, conflict perception was measured 
using one of Jehn’s scales (Jehn and Mannix, 2001).  Therefore, this research provides only 
preliminary support for the association between negative prescriptive EVs and the essential 
construct of conflict perception. 
Because this is the first study to investigate the effects of negative prescriptive EVs on 
conflict perception emergence, I have no theoretical reasons to expect that different causal 
sources of EVs will differentially influence conflict perception emergence.  As such, I assume 
that negative prescriptive EVs may educe (episodic) conflict perceptions regardless of whether 
the prescriptive expectancy was violated by one’s own (self-caused) or another person’s (other-
caused) behavior.  I will elaborate on this distinction in the affective reactions section in which I 
describe self-referential and other-referential emotions.  For now, suffice to say that the 
relevance of self-caused and other-caused prescriptive EVs to conflict perception emergence is 
suggested by the self-referential (e.g., guilt) and other-referential (e.g., contempt) motive 
inconsistent emotions associated with conflict by conflict scholars (e.g., Bell & Song, 2005; Butt, 
Choi, & Jaeger, 2005; Rispens & Demerouti, 2016).  Thus, I propose that negative prescriptive 
EVs evoked by any causal source may serve as antecedents to episodic conflict perceptions (see 
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Figure 1). 
Hypothesis 2: Negative prescriptive expectancy violations are positively related to 
episodic conflict perceptions. 
Disagreements. Disagreement may be conceptualized at the psychological level (i.e., as 
a perception), the behavioral level (i.e., as a dispute), and the content level (the nature of 
discrepant views; Angouri & Locher, 2012; Cohnitz & Marques, 2013; Kolb & Putnam, 1992; 
Kompa, 2016; MacFarlane, 2009; Schiffrin, 1984).  I conceptualize disagreement at the 
psychological level, as a perception, because this is how disagreement has been treated 
methodologically by conflict perception researchers (e.g., Jehn, 1995; for an alternate approach 
however, see Dhami and Olsson, 2008).  As such, I conceptualize disagreement differently than 
scholars who use the terms disagreement and disputing interchangeably (Kolb & Putnam, 1992; 
Lee & Peck, 1995; Nelson, 2001).  I regard disputing as a behavioral expression of perceived 
disagreement, the act of objecting to another party’s position.  Hence, disagreement perceptions 
may not result in disputing if held privately and not socially expressed. 
 Disagreement perceptions have received little attention by psychologists (compared to 
philosophers; Angouri & Locher, 2012; Cohnitz & Marques, 2013; MacFarlane, 2009).  
However, it seems fairly straightforward that disagreement perceptions may be triggered either 
internally by perceived discrepancies between one’s own beliefs and those of another party’s or 
externally by the active disputing behavior of another party.  If not socially expressed, internally 
triggered disagreement may remain completely private.  This may commonly be the case in 
organizational settings in which dissent is considered uncooperative or pompous (i.e., a norm 
violation; Georgakopoulou, 2001; Jehn, 1997, 1995; Kassing, 2011; Kolb & Putnam, 1992).  
Even in settings where dissent is welcome, employees may choose not to express disagreement 
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in deference to superiors (cf., Burgoon, 1993) or to placate or ingratiate others (Baumeister, 
1989; Swann, Johnson, & Bosson, 2009). 
 Prescriptive EVs may overlap with disagreement perceptions when externally-triggered.  
That is, an act of disputing or expressing a discrepant belief may evoke both perceived 
disagreement and a prescriptive EV, simultaneously.  This may be the case if the act violates 
prescriptive EVs either because of the content of the belief or the manner in which it is 
communicated (e.g., aggressively; Hample & Allen, 2012; MacFarlane, 2009).  In other cases, 
the act may evoke perceived disagreement but not a prescriptive EV because the discrepant 
belief and the manner in which it is communicated are consistent with prescriptive expectancies.  
For example, if two employees disagree on how to complete a project but recognize that each of 
their strategies are reasonable and effective, externally-triggered disagreement may arise in the 
absence of a prescriptive EV (Cohnitz & Marques, 2013). 
Conflict scholars have frequently equated disagreement with conflict perception (e.g., 
Jehn, 2014).  However, this may be a false equivalence (Phillips & Bostian, 2014).  
Sociolinguistic theory suggests that disagreements may have a variety of relational meanings 
(e.g., Lee & Peck, 1995; Schiffrin, 1984; Tannen & Kakava, 1992).  For example, colloquial 
disagreements (i.e., disputes) may be redefined as disagreements about intimate, lighthearted, or 
humorous matters (Schiffrin, 1984).  When redefinition by one party is accepted by the opposing 
party, the disagreement is cooperative at a meta-linguistic level.  Disagreements about niche 
topics (e.g., 1960s free jazz) may highlight commonalities between disputants that validate their 
otherwise self-individuating interests and enhance relationship quality (Cionea & Hample, 2015; 
Swann et al., 2009; Swann, Polzer, Seyle, & Ko, 2004).  In these cases, disagreements may not 
educe conflict perceptions. 
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Similarly, disagreements may not educe conflict perceptions if they are about relatively 
inconsequential topics like personal tastes (i.e., “faultless disagreement;” Cohnitz & Marques, 
2013; MacFarlane, 2009) or meta-physical beliefs (e.g., beliefs about gods; Wainryb, Shah, 
Laupa, & Smith, 2001) and some evidence suggests that people engage in disagreement for 
“sociable” reasons such as playfulness, flirtation (Schiffrin, 1984), and “love” (e.g., disagreeing 
with a partner’s self-deprecating remarks; Bevan et al., 2007).  Research also shows that people 
enjoy and seek disagreements about ideas when the ideas are unrelated to interlocutors’ 
relationship (Cionea & Hample, 2015; see also, Hample & Allen, 2012).  Wainryb et al. (2001) 
found that people value diversity in beliefs with which they disagree.  Finally, Tjosvold et al. 
(2014) argue that expressed disagreements are an important component of open-minded 
discussions that help resolve conflict and promote favorable relationship outcomes.   
Thus, the association between disagreement and conflict perception may be more 
complex than many conflict scholars have assumed.  On some level, this complexity has been 
acknowledged in light of the fact that task conflict (i.e., task-related disagreement) is sometimes 
positively and sometimes negatively associated with desirable outcomes like performance and 
satisfaction (e.g., Behfar et al., 2011; Bendersky et al., 2014; Bruk-Lee, Nixon, & Spector, 2013; 
Jehn et al., 2012; Loughry & Amason, 2014).  However, scholars rarely acknowledge the 
possibility that (1) disagreements may be completely unrelated to conflict perception and (2) the 
desirable effects of some disagreements may be completely unrelated to task issues.  In contrast, 
the above review suggests that disagreements may not always correspond to conflict perception 
and that non-task-related disagreements may have desirable effects.6  For this reason, I propose 
 
6 In fact, disagreement research indicates that classifying discussion topics as either task-related or non-task-related 
(e.g., Jehn et al., 2012) is too vague to account for the favorable and unfavorable effects of disagreement (Cionea & 
Hample, 2015; Morey, Eveland, & Hutchens, 2012; Wainryb et al., 2001). 
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that outcome favorability may play a role in the associations between disagreement and conflict 
perception and between disagreement and job satisfaction (Figure 1).  I describe these variables 
and their proposed relationships in the following sections. 
Outcome favorability. The outcome of a disagreement is the status of the disagreement 
after the event has passed.  A disagreement outcome may involve agreement, a settlement (e.g., 
win-win, win-lose, compromise; Thomas, 1992), a decision (e.g., a new tardiness policy, 
resource allocation, a new task goal), new information to consider, intentions to address or revisit 
the disagreement in the future, a plan for resolution, or no resolution at all.  Disagreement 
outcomes may be appraised unfavorably due to the odiousness of an opposing party’s position or 
the manner in which it is expressed.  Even if the nature and expression of the opposing party’s 
position is entirely reasonable, however, disagreement outcomes may be unfavorably appraised 
if the opposed parties simply want different things and the disagreement obstructs disputants’ 
goals (Cionea & Hample, 2015; Hocker & Wilmot, 2014).  Disagreement outcome unfavorably 
indicates goal incompatibility and interference between parties which are core characteristics of 
conflict (Deutsch, 1973; Putnam, 2006; Ruben, 1978; Schmidt & Kochan, 1972).  Therefore, 
such disagreements may educe conflict perceptions (cf., Todorova et al., 2014). 
Researchers have often proposed that disagreements about task issues can inspire debates 
that enhance satisfaction (e.g., De Dreu, 2006; Todorova et al., 2014).  However, debates about 
any topic may be appraised favorably if persuading others invokes feelings of pride or triumph 
(Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000) or debating makes people feel informed or effective (Tjosvold et 
al., 2014; Johnson, Johnson, & Tjosvold, 2014).  Moreover, the interaction quality of a debate 
may influence outcome favorability when perceptions of voice, fair treatment, and mutual 
respect make people feel appreciated and connected to others (De Dreu, 2006; Loughry & 
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Amason, 2014; Morrison & Robinson, 1997).  Even non-task-related disputes may elicit 
favorable outcomes when engaged in for sociable reasons (e.g., playfulness, curiosity, concern 
for other or the relationship; Cionea & Hample, 2015; Schiffrin, 1984; Tannen & Kakava, 1992).  
In any of these cases, disagreement may positively influence global judgments of satisfaction 
over time (cf., Konovsky, Folger, & Cropanzano, 1987; Kwong & Leung, 2002).   
Taken together, outcome favorability may determine the effects of disagreements such 
that disagreement outcome unfavorability educes episodic conflict perceptions that influence 
global conflict perception over time, while disagreement outcome favorability influences global 
judgments of satisfaction over time.  In Figure 1, disagreement and outcome favorability are 
modeled as having an interactive effect on episodic conflict perception and job satisfaction.  This 
assumes a treatment of disagreement consistent with that of previous conflict research (e.g., 
Behfar et al., 2011; Jehn, 1995).  That is, disagreement will be quantified in terms of its intensity 
within a given timeframe.  Outcome favorability will be based on the strongest or most discussed 
disagreement.   
Hypothesis 3: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to predict episodic 
conflict perceptions such that disagreements positively predict episodic conflict 
perceptions when outcome favorability is low but not when outcome favorability is high. 
Hypothesis 4: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to predict job satisfaction 
such that disagreements positively predict episodic conflict perceptions when outcome 
favorability is high but not when outcome favorability is low. 
According to Spector and Bruk-lee (2008), conflict perception may be conceptualized as 
a work stressor.  Work stressors have been shown to undermine job attitudes when perceived 
unfavorably as a “hindrance” but enhance job satisfaction when perceived favorably as a 
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“challenge” (Amah, 2014; Podsakoff, Lepine & Lepine, 2007).  Under the assumption that 
global conflict perception constitutes a “hindrance” stressor, I expect global conflict perception 
to negatively predict job satisfaction.   
Hypothesis 5: Global conflict perception is negatively related to job satisfaction. 
I will be examining disagreements between employees and supervisors.  Supervisors are 
significant aspects of employees’ work environments because of their influence on employee’s 
work roles and job design (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Volmer, 2015), 
particularly in jobs with low autonomy (Liu, Spector, Liu, & Shi, 2011).  Research by Frone 
(2000) indicates that supervisor conflict more strongly influences employees’ job attitudes (e.g., 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment) compared to coworker conflict which more 
strongly influences personal outcomes (e.g., depression).  Supervisory relationship dynamics 
have been shown to positively influence job attitudes in general (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 2010) 
and job satisfaction in particular (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1998; Griffin, Patterson, & West, 2001; 
Jokisaari & Nurmi 2009; Major, Kozlowski, Chao, & Gardner, 1995; Martinez-Corts, Boz, 
Medina, Benitez, Munduate, 2011).   
If disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs are affective events, they may influence 
global conflict perceptions and job satisfaction through affective reactions (Weiss, 2002; see 
also, Volmer, 2015).  Next, I describe the nature of these affective reactions as operative 
mechanisms that inform evaluative judgments in the affective events framework.   
Affective Reactions 
Affect is an umbrella term used to refer to emotion-related states such as moods, discrete 
emotions, and stress (Scherer, 2005).  I focus on discrete emotions because discrete emotions 
characterize reactions to events in highly differentiated ways that may be informative in 
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attempting to explain how events influence perceptions of conflict and satisfaction.  Emotions 
may be defined as a set of psychological and physiological reactions to events including 
cognitive appraisal, phenomenological experience, physiological changes, motor expression, and 
action readiness (Roseman, 2011; Scherer, 2005).  In the remainder of this section, I first 
describe the role of emotions in my model using affective events theory and then identify the 
specific discrete emotions to be included in this study. 
According to affective events theory, negative emotions are negatively associated and 
positive emotions are positively associated with job satisfaction (Weiss & Beal, 2005; Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996).  As such, disagreements resulting in favorable outcomes may enhance job 
satisfaction through positive emotions while disagreements resulting in unfavorable outcomes 
may undermine job satisfaction through negative emotions.  In my model, I refer to negative 
emotions as motive inconsistent and positive emotions as motive consistent to emphasize their 
relevance to two core characteristics of conflict: goal incompatibility between two or more 
parties and interference by one party with another party’s goals (Deutsch, 1973; Putnam, 2006; 
Schmidt & Kochan, 1972).  In other words, I assume that all conflict-triggering events are, to 
some degree, appraised as motive inconsistent because they involve the perceived threat of goal 
blocking or goal interference by definition (Bodtker & Jameson, 2001; Hocker & Wilmot, 2014; 
Jones, 2000).   
I deem this terminology important because recent research has claimed that conflict 
perceptions can evoke positive and negative emotions (Todorova et al., 2014).  Todorova et al. 
made this claim based on a study of four “positive active emotions” (interested, attentive, active, 
and energetic) which others have argued are not necessarily positive (e.g., Harmon-Jones, 
Bastian, & Harmon-Jones, 2016).  To avoid the potential ambiguity engendered by referring to 
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emotions as positive and negative, I assert that conflict-triggering events are appraised as motive 
inconsistent and, contrary to the idea that conflict can enhance satisfaction (e.g., Loughry & 
Amason, 2014), episodic and global conflict perceptions exhibit a purely negative association 
with job satisfaction (see Figure 1).  Invoking motive inconsistency as a distinguishing feature of 
conflict-related emotions is consistent with Roseman’s (1984, 2011) categorical approach which 
has been used to classify emotions as motive consistent and motive inconsistent.   
My next objective is to identify which discrete motive consistent and motive inconsistent 
emotions are theoretically relevant to the variables in my model.  Unfortunately, there currently 
exists no theoretical framework of conflict-related emotions that may aid in this objective (Nair, 
2008).  Although conflict has frequently been associated with the assignment of blame, 
intentionality or responsibility to another party for a negative outcome (Bell & Song, 2005; De 
Dreu, 2011; Felstiner, Abel, & Sarat, 1980; Keaveney, 2008; Korsgaard, Brodt, & Whitener, 
2002; Thomas and Pondy, 1977), conflict scholars have proposed several conflict-related 
emotions that are not necessarily associated with these appraisals, including remorse (Jehn, 
1997), shame, embarrassment (Bell & Song, 2005), guilt (Bell & Song, 2005; Rispens & 
Demerouti, 2016), regret (Butt et al., 2005), and frustration (Bell & Song, 2005; Butt et al., 2005; 
Jehn, 1997; Pinkley, 1990).  Research on conflict-related emotions is limited in specifying 
discrete emotions associated with conflict.  In prior studies of conflict-related emotions, conflict 
researchers have either not measured conflict perception (e.g., Bell & Song, 2005), not measured 
specific discrete emotions (e.g., Greer & Jehn, 2007; Ohly & Schmitt, 2013; Todorova et al., 
2014), relied on observational data which may be biased (Jehn, 1997), or measured conflict 
perception using Jehn’s typology (e.g., Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al., 2008; Rispens & Demerouti, 
2016) in which conflict perception is conflated with other discrete constructs (e.g., disagreement, 
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affect). 
The emotions examined in research on prescriptive expectancy violations (Plaks et al., 
2005), outcome favorability (Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000; Weiss, Suckow, and Cropanzano, 
1999) and job satisfaction (Fisher, 2000; Fuller et al., 2003; Ilies & Judge, 2002; Judge & Ilies, 
2004; Todorova et al., 2014; Weiss et al., 1999) are generally vague (e.g., happiness, interested, 
attentive, active, energetic) because they are mostly derived from the Positive and Negative 
Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, Tellegen, 1988).  Scholars have expressed numerous 
validity concerns over this scale (e.g., Harmon-Jones, Bastian, & Harmon-Jones, 2016) including 
the fact that: 1) many of the terms fail to measure valence (e.g., interested, attentive, active, 
energetic); 2) the originally found two-dimensional factor structure differentiating positive and 
negative affect is not consistently replicable (Egloff, Schmukle, Burns, Kohlmann, & Hock, 
2003), and 3) the positive affect scale covaries with anger (Harmon-Jones, Harmon-Jones, 
Abramson, & Peterson, 2009).  Therefore, research employing the PANAS provides little 
guidance in identifying emotions relevant to the present study. 
To identify which motive consistent and motive inconsistent emotions are theoretically 
relevant for my purposes, I distinguish between socially relevant and non-socially relevant 
emotions (Hareli & Parkinson, 2008).  This distinction may be used to specify discrete types of 
motive consistent and motive inconsistent emotions within a 2x2 framework (see Table 2).  It is 
important that I include both socially relevant and non-socially relevant emotions because 
disagreement outcomes may be evaluated in terms of social processes (e.g., fairness, civility, 
productivity; Brockner, 2002; Hample, Warner, & Young, 2009; Loughry & Amason, 2014) or 
hedonic outcome valence independent of the social processes through which they are achieved 
(e.g., procedural fairness; Kwong & Leung, 2002; Skitka, Winquist, & Hutchinson, 2003; 
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Zeelenberg et al., 1998).   
Social emotions are characterized by their relevance to moral or social standards and 
attributions of responsibility, blame or intentionality to the self (self-referential emotions) or 
another person (other-referential emotions; Hareli & Parkinson, 2008).  Motive inconsistent and 
motive consistent self-referential emotions include guilt and pride, respectively.  Whereas guilt is 
evoked by attributions of responsibility (to the self) for a negative outcome, pride is evoked by 
attributions of responsibility (to the self) for a positive outcome (Taylor, 1985).  Applied to the 
current topic, guilt may be evoked by personal acts that constitute a prescriptive EV (Krehbiel & 
Cropanzano, 2000) while pride may be evoked by persuasive argumentation during a dispute 
(cf., Tjosvold et al., 2014; Todorova et al., 2014).   
Motive inconsistent and motive consistent other-referential emotions include resentment 
and “other-praising” emotions, respectively.  Resentment is related to attributions of 
responsibility (to another party) for a negative outcome and may be aroused by other-caused 
prescriptive expectancy violations (Ehlen, Magner, & Welker, 1999; Morrison & Robinson, 
1997).  Admiration, and gratitude (Algoe & Haidt, 2009) may be evoked by the persuasive 
argumentation of an opposing party related to a disagreement (cf., Tjosvold et al., 2014; 
Todorova et al., 2014).  In addition, I include tension because of its historical presence in the 
conflict perception literature (e.g., Jehn, 1995).  Tension may be a self- or other-referential, 
motive inconsistent emotion, but little is known about the individuating properties (e.g., appraisal 
components) of this emotion. 
Nonsocial emotions is a label I am using to refer to “circumstance-caused” (Roseman, 
2011) or relatively “basic” emotions (Tracy & Robins, 2004) that refer to positively and 
negatively valenced outcomes independent of social processes.  According to self-regulation 
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researchers, affective reactions to outcome valence further depends on approach and avoidance 
motivation (Carver & Scheier, 1998; Higgins, 1997; Higgins, Shah, Friedman, 1997).  Whereas 
failure in approach goal pursuit arouses sadness-related emotions, progress in approach goal 
pursuit arouses happiness-related emotions.  Failure in avoidance goal pursuit arouses agitation-
related emotions while progress toward an avoidance goal pursuit arouses quiescence-related 
emotions.  For this study, I chose emotions that seem to have a punctate (i.e., event-specific) 
rather than diffuse connotation (Frijda, 1993).  As such, I choose to represent sadness-related 
emotions with disappointment (Zeelenberg et al., 1998), happiness-related emotions with delight 
(Carver, 2006), agitation-related emotions with frustration, and quiescence-related emotions with 
relief.  My complete list of motive inconsistent emotions includes guilt, tension, resentment, 
disappointment, and frustration.  My complete list of motive consistent emotions includes pride, 
admiration, gratitude, delight, and relief. 
Hypothesis 6: Negative prescriptive expectancy violations exhibit a positive indirect 
effect on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions. 
Hypothesis 7: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to indirectly predict 
episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions such that 
disagreements positively predict episodic conflict perceptions through motive 
inconsistent emotions when outcome favorability is low but not when outcome 
favorability is high. 
Hypothesis 8: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to indirectly predict job 
satisfaction through motive consistent emotions such that disagreements positively 
predict job satisfaction through motive consistent emotions when outcome favorability is 
high but not when outcome favorability is low. 
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A Multilevel Model of Conflict Perception Emergence 
The variables examined in this study differ in their temporal stability.  Events (negative 
prescriptive EVs, disagreements), outcome favorability, emotions (motive inconsistent and 
motive consistent), and episodic conflict perceptions are temporally unstable because they refer 
to transient, episodic phenomena that vary over time.  Global conflict perception and job 
satisfaction are temporally stable because they refer to enduring individual differences that vary 
relatively little over time.  While a single measurement of temporally stable constructs may be 
adequate, temporally unstable constructs require multiple measures over time. Therefore, I will 
use experience sampling methodology (ESM; Beal, 2015) to collect repeated measures of 
negative prescriptive EVs, disagreements, outcome favorability, motive inconsistent emotions, 
motive consistent emotions, and episodic conflict perceptions.  Single measures of global 
conflict perception and job satisfaction will be collected after the ESM phase of the study (see 
Figure 1). 
The use of repeated measures in my study requires a multilevel conceptualization.  
Multilevel approaches are common in conflict perception research; however, most conflict 
perception research examines conflict perception at the intragroup level wherein group members’ 
perceptions of group conflict are measured individually and aggregated (Jehn et al., 2012).  This 
allows researchers to examine between-group differences on various outcomes (e.g., 
performance, job satisfaction) for groups high versus low in intragroup conflict perception.  As 
emphasized by Korsgaard et al. (2014; Korsgaard, Soyoung Jeong, Mahony & Pitariu, 2008; see 
also, Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2010; Jehn et al., 2012), this overlooks the specific processes 
through which conflict perceptions emerge (Kozlowski et al., 2013).  “Emergence” is a technical 
term used to refer to cross-level, “bottom-up” processes through which lower level (e.g., team 
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member) variables manifest as higher level (e.g., team-level) phenomena in multilevel models.  
Emergent processes are understudied by quantitative researchers in general (Kozlowski et al., 
2013), conflict perception researchers in particular (Korsgaard et al., 2014) and almost entirely 
neglected in longitudinal research using repeated measures (see Curran & Bauer, 2011, 
Kozlowski et al., 2013, and Nezlek, 2001). 
Korsgaard et al. (2014) suggested that intragroup conflict perception may emerge from 
individual conflict perceptions in a variety of ways.  Two groups may have exactly the same 
magnitude of intragroup conflict perception at the aggregate level but have profoundly different 
patterns of conflict perceptions among individual group members (e.g., perceived conflict may 
be equal among all group members or high for some and low for others) and, individual group 
members may perceive conflict through various interpersonal processes (e.g., dyadic social 
encounters, coalition formation, observation of negative social encounters, social contagion) that 
differ between groups in theoretically meaningful ways. 
While understanding intragroup conflict perception emergence is an important line of 
investigation, I submit that person-level conflict perception emergence is even more 
fundamental.  Research on emergent constructs at higher levels rests on assumptions about how 
that construct emerged through lower levels (Curran & Bauer, 2011; Kozlowski et al., 2013; 
Morgeson and Hofmann, 1999).  For most research on group-level conflict perception emergence 
(from the individual to the group level), the implicit assumption is that conflict perception 
emerged the same way among all individuals (Korsgaard et al., 2014).  As indicated in my 
model, this may not be a valid assumption.  It may be that some individuals perceive conflict 
because of disagreement while others perceive conflict because of negative prescriptive EVs.   
Person-level Emergence 
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Person-level emergence refers to the emergence of between-person differences through 
within-person processes over time.  Note that although person-level emergence occurs through 
within-person processes over time, emergence does not generally involve change trajectories 
(Curran & Bauer, 2011; Kozlowski et al., 2013).  That is, emergence does not require that a 
particular variable changes across timepoints. Instead, my model describes the relationships 
among variables at the same timepoint.  Emergence is depicted in my model by the cross-level, 
bottom-up relationship between episodic conflict perceptions (Level 1) and global conflict 
perception (Level 2) and between motive consistent emotions (Level 1) and job satisfaction 
(Level 2, see Figure 1).  Individually, each episodic conflict perception forms within an isolated 
affective event cycle at Level 1.  Collectively, repeated measures (in aggregate) of episodic 
conflict perceptions represent episodic memories of conflict perception at Level 2.  Episodic 
memories of conflict perception are predicted to influence global conflict perception because, as 
stated above, both perceptions are partially derived from episodic memories.  However, because 
the accessibility of episodic memories is greater when reporting concurrent episodic conflict 
perceptions relative to retrospective global conflict perceptions, the two forms of conflict 
perceptions have unique derivations (i.e., they are conceptually related but “structurally” 
different, Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999).  Therefore, episodic conflict perceptions may not only 
serve as an outcome in daily affective event cycles but also as a second, serial mediator 
(following motive inconsistent emotions) through which global conflict perceptions emerge over 
time.   
Hypothesis 9: Negative prescriptive expectancy violations exhibit an indirect effect on 
global conflict perceptions through two serial mediators, motive inconsistent emotions 
and episodic conflict perceptions. 
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Hypothesis 10: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to indirectly predict 
global conflict perceptions through two serial mediators, motive inconsistent emotions 
and episodic conflict perceptions such that disagreements positively predict global 
conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions and episodic conflict 
perceptions when outcome favorability is low but not when outcome favorability is high. 
In order to fully test the utility of my model in predicting job satisfaction, I further propose that 
job satisfaction emerges through the aforementioned processes such that global conflict 
perception operates as a third, serial mediator (following motive inconsistent emotions and 
episodic conflict perceptions). 
Hypothesis 11: Negative prescriptive expectancy violations exhibit an indirect effect on 
job satisfaction through three serial mediators, motive inconsistent emotions, episodic 
conflict perceptions, and global conflict perceptions. 
Hypothesis 12: Disagreements and outcome favorability interact to indirectly predict job 
satisfaction through three serial mediators, motive inconsistent emotions, episodic 
conflict perceptions, and global conflict perceptions such that disagreements positively 
predict job satisfaction through motive inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict 
perceptions, and global conflict perceptions when outcome favorability is low but not 
when outcome favorability is high. 
Statistically, tests of bottom-up processes are constrained, by virtue of having a Level 2 
outcome, to single-level analyses (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  In order to analyze multilevel 
data with single-level analyses, nested data must be aggregated (Kozlowski et al., 2013).  As 
painfully stressed by multilevel theorists (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Morgeson & Hofmann, 
1999), it is imperative that researchers using aggregations of lower level observations 
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acknowledge the conceptual differences between the Level 1 variable and its aggregate-variable 
counterpart at Level 2.  While episodic conflict perceptions are simply concurrent perceptions at 
Level 1, they represent clusters of episodic memories at Level 2.  Hence, the influence of 
episodic conflict perceptions on global conflict perceptions is through memory-related processes 
(e.g., storage, retrieval, etc.).   
It may be argued that using the single, maximum values of events, emotions, and episodic 
conflict perceptions to operationalize affective event cycles at Level 2 would better represent 
how episodic memories influence subsequent evaluations.  Research has demonstrated that 
intense negative events are more readily retrieved from memory compared to positive events and 
therefore exert more influence on subsequent evaluations (Baumeister et al., 2001).  Therefore, 
the use of participants' single maximally intense daily reports may predict individual differences 
in global conflict perceptions and job satisfaction.  However, although this approach might better 
approximate the disproportionate influence that intense, unpleasant memories have on 
subsequent judgments, it would misrepresent the effect of actual workplace events over time on 
subsequent judgments.  In contrast, the use of aggregate means to operationalize affective event 
cycles at Level 2 is a more accurate representation of actual experience and actual episodic 
memories which is of central relevance to the present investigation. 
The associations among aggregations of all Level 1 variables (i.e., events, emotions, and 
episodic conflict perceptions) are presumed to exist because of their associations at Level 1.  For 
example, an observed relationship between aggregate EVs and aggregate episodic conflict 
perceptions is assumed to exist because day-level EVs trigger day-level episodic conflict 
perceptions.  Because this assumption cannot be directly tested in single-level analyses of 
bottom-up relationships, I will seek evidence against this assumption in multilevel analyses by 
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evaluating “configural similarity” (Chen, Bliese, & Mathieu, 2005).  In multilevel research, 
associations between variables are configurally similar across levels if the pattern of significance 
is the same across levels.  For example, if the association between EVs and episodic conflict 
perceptions is significant at Level 1 and the association between the aggregate forms of these 
variables is significant at Level 2, the associations are configurally similar across levels.  
Configural similarity is common, but the absence of configural similarity is a sign that aggregate 
variables and their lower-level counterparts are structurally and functionally dissimilar (for an 
elaborate discussion, see Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999).  Evidence for configural similarity was 
inferred to the extent that findings for hypothesized relationships observed at Level 1 were 
replicated at Level 2 in multilevel analyses. 
In the main study, I examined the conflict perceptions of individual employees in 
supervisory relationships.  Data collection occurred in three phases.  During Phase 1, baseline 
measures of global conflict perception and job satisfaction were collected; during Phase 2, 
repeated measures of negative prescriptive EVs, disagreements, issue type, outcome favorability, 
and episodic conflict perceptions were collected; and, during Phase 3, single measures of global 
conflict perception and job satisfaction were collected. 
Pilot Study 
 Because many of the variables in my hypotheses have no existing measures, it was 
necessary to develop new scales before testing my hypotheses.  I developed new scales to assess 
prescriptive EVs, disagreement, outcome favorability, and episodic conflict perceptions.  Items 
were generated for each scale by reviewing related measures in published research.  Then, a pilot 
study was conducted to investigate the validity of each scale.  In particular, I was interested in 
the discriminant validity of my scales.  Skeptical readers may suspect that even if conflict 
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perception, disagreement, and prescriptive EVs can be defined differently at the conceptual level, 
they may be indistinguishable at the empirical level.  Indeed, there currently exists no evidence 
that survey respondents make the distinctions necessary to effectively measure these constructs.   
To assess the validity of my measures (i.e., referred to as “primary measures” below), I 
conducted an exploratory factor analysis to determine whether items loaded onto different 
factors. I then examined correlations between my primary measures and measures of 
conceptually related constructs (i.e., referred to as “secondary measures” below).  Although 
content validation is typically considered a first step in the scale validation process, I did not 
perform a content validation procedure because of the simplicity and face validity of the items. 
Participants 
 Employed undergraduate students were chosen for the pilot study because this is the 
population from which I planned to collect data for the main study.  As validity indices may be 
influenced by sample characteristics, it is recommended that validation studies sample from the 
population for which the measures are intended (MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2011).  To 
be eligible for participation, students had to be working a minimum of 10 hours per week and 
have contact with the same supervisor every time they are at work.  A total of 551 participants 
were offered course credit in exchange for participation. 
Measures 
First language. First language was assessed so that I could investigate whether responses 
between native and nonnative English speakers differ systematically.  It is possible that people 
with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds may conceptualize and perceive words like 
“conflict” differently (Gergen, 2001; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001).  First language was 
assessed with a single item: “What language are you most comfortable with?”  Two responses 
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were possible: “English” or “Other.” 
Eligibility. A single item was used to assess whether participants actually worked the day 
on which they were taking the survey.  The item was, “At what time did you finish your work 
shift today?”  Responses to this item were made by selecting one of nine options (“Within the 
past hour,” “1-2 hours ago,” “2-3 hours ago,” “3-4 hours ago,” “5-6 hours ago,” “6-7 hours ago,” 
“7-8 hours ago,” “More than 8 hours ago,” “I did not work today”).  Those who chose the last 
option were considered ineligible and were automatically routed to the end of the survey.   
Attention check. One attention item was included.  The item was, “Please select a 
moderate amount to confirm you're paying attention.”  Responses were made using a 5-point 
scale (1=None at all, 2=A little, 3=A moderate amount, 4=A lot, 5=An enormous amount).  
Values of 3 were considered correct responses. 
Primary measures. The measures included in this section are the day-level measures I 
developed for the main study.  A complete list of the items is presented in Appendix E.   
Negative prescriptive expectancy violations. Participants were first presented with a 
description7 of prescriptive EVs referred to as “shouldn’ts.”  The description was written to 
specify four features of negative prescriptive EVs: (1) targets of evaluation (self/other), (2) 
omission/commission (3) relational relevance, and (4) negative valence.  Target of evaluation 
refers to who performed the behavior that triggered the prescriptive EV.  Self-triggered EVs 
correspond to behaviors performed by the participant while supervisor-triggered EVs correspond 
to behaviors performed by the supervisor.  Omission/commission refers to whether the 
prescriptive EV was triggered by an act of commission or an act of omission and was indicated 
 
7 The description was written following a review of research methods in which EVs and/or appropriateness 
perceptions were measured or manipulated (Afifi & Metts, 1998; Averbeck, 2010; Burgoon & Walter, 1990; 
Houser, 2006; Hullman, 2004; Johnson, 2007; Kelley, 1999; McPherson et al., 2003; Mottet et al., 2006). 
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in examples such as, “Not responding to an email.”  Relational relevance refers to whether the 
prescriptive EV was relevant to the participant and the supervisor.  A prescriptive EV is 
relationally relevant if it occurred in an interaction between the participant and supervisor, if a 
self-triggered EV negatively affected the supervisor, or if a supervisor-triggered EV negatively 
affected the participant.  I specified relational relevance because only relationally relevant 
prescriptive EVs could be theoretically relevant to interpersonal conflict perception.  Therefore, I 
wanted to prevent participants from reporting prescriptive EVs that are not relationally relevant 
(e.g., forgetting one’s lunch or house keys).  Negative valence refers to the fact that negative 
prescriptive EV was evaluated unfavorably.  I have specified relational relevance and valence 
with the phrases, “negatively affected your supervisor or something your supervisor cares about” 
for self-triggered EVs and, “affected you or something you care about” for supervisor-triggered 
EVs.  The full description is presented in Appendix E. 
Participants may underreport negative prescriptive EVs, for two reasons.  First, 
underreporting may occur if participants are unwilling to engage in the effortful memory search 
required to identify negative prescriptive EVs using the parameters above (e.g., relational 
relevance, negative valence).  Second, participants may underreport negative prescriptive EVs, 
particularly self-triggered EVs due to social desirability.  To compensate for this potential 
underreporting of EVs, I created items to prompt separate memory searches for self-triggered 
EVs (“How often did you do things today ["shouldn'ts"] that had negative consequences for your 
supervisor?”) and supervisor-triggered EVs (“How often did your supervisor do things today 
["shouldn'ts"] that had negative consequences for you?”).  Each of these questions was answered 
using a 5-point frequency scale (1=not at all, 5 =very often).  These items will be heretofore 
referred to as EV frequency items.   
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The remaining items were used to assess the intensity of EVs.  First, participants 
identified a single EV observation to evaluate magnitude (“Now, for the questions that follow, 
identify one "shouldn't" that either was the most intense or best fits the description above”).8  
Participants responded to this item by selecting one of three response options to indicate a self-
triggered EV (“It was something I shouldn't have done”), a supervisor-triggered EV (“It was 
something my supervisor shouldn't have done”), or no EV observed (“Does not apply”).  
Participants who indicated a self-triggered or supervisor-triggered EV were then presented eight 
items designed to measure negative prescriptive EV magnitude.  The wording of the magnitude 
items differed slightly depending on whether participants indicated a self-triggered or supervisor-
triggered EV.  An example item is “To what extent was this something you shouldn't have 
done?” (self-triggered EV) and “To what extent was this something your supervisor` shouldn't 
have done?” (supervisor-triggered EV).  Parallel items (differing only in whether they were self- 
or supervisor-triggered) were pooled together to create unified indicators.  The reason for 
pooling these items together was to maximize the sample size for analyses of negative 
prescriptive EVs.  Because the reporting of negative prescriptive EVs is contingent on whether 
or not participants experienced a negative prescriptive EV, not all participants reported negative 
prescriptive EVs.  Responses to the first four items were made using a 5-point scale (1=not at all, 
5=extremely).  Responses to the last four items were made using a 5-point scale (1=strongly 
agree, 5=disagree).   
Disagreement. Disagreement items were preceded by a description emphasizing the 
broad range of contexts in which disagreement may occur (e.g., face-to-face, phone call, text, 
email) and the fact that disagreement may be subtle or intense, pleasant or unpleasant, and 
 
8 This item was not included in analyses. 
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resolved or unresolved.  The purpose of this description was to encourage participants to report a 
broad range of disagreements and increase the chances that they would report a disagreement.  
Also toward this end, three memory search (i.e., frequency) items were used.  An example item 
is, “How often did you disagree (publicly or privately) with your supervisor today?”  All three 
items were responded to using a 5-point frequency scale (1=not at all, 5=very often). 
Then, four disagreement magnitude items appeared for all participants unless they 
answered “not at all” to all three memory search items.  An example item is, “How much 
disagreement was there between you and your supervisor today?”  Responses were made using a 
5-point scale (1=none at all, 5=an enormous amount).  A complete list of the items is presented 
in Appendix E. 
Outcome favorability. Four items were created to measure disagreement outcome 
favorability.  Preceding these items were instructions to focus on the “most significant 
disagreement” participants observed that day.  An example item is, “I am satisfied with how the 
disagreement was resolved.”  Responses were made using a 7-point scale (1=extremely 
inaccurate, 7=extremely accurate).  All items are listed in Appendix E. 
Episodic conflict perception. Participants were first presented with instructions written 
using phrases (e.g., “Perceived conflict varies in intensity…When making your ratings, consider 
that conflict can be very minimal or very intense”) to encourage reporting of both subtle and 
intense levels of perceived conflict (cf., Afifi & Metts, 1998; Patrick, Knee, Canevello, & 
Lonsbary, 2007).  Such instructions may be important because researchers have noted that 
employees are sometimes reluctant to label a situation as “conflict” in qualitative interviews 
(Behfar et al., 2011).  As such, emphasizing the fact that conflict can be subtle may encourage 
participants to report a wide range of perceived conflict levels.   
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No existing measure of conflict perception is consistent with my conceptualization which 
emphasizes a single (i.e., unidimensional) quality of evaluation and the importance of specifying 
a precise target of evaluation.9  Borrowing from Klein, Cooper, Molloy, and Swanson’s (2014) 
measure of commitment, designed to be unidimensional and “target-free” (i.e., applicable to 
whatever target the researcher chooses), I constructed four items to assess episodic conflict 
perception.  To capture “concurrent” perceptions (Schwartz, 2011), I used qualifiers such as 
“right now” and “currently” (Niiya, Crocker & Bartmess, 2004; Fisher & To, 2012).  The quality 
of evaluation is conflict and the target of evaluation is specified as the relationship between the 
participant and his or her supervisor in the present moment.  An example item is, “Right now, 
there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me.”  Responses to each item were 
made using a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree).   
Secondary measures. The measures in this section were included in the pilot study to 
investigate convergent and discriminant validity.  I adopted several criteria in choosing 
secondary measures.  First, I only chose measures that were five or fewer items in order to 
minimize participant burden.  Second, I used day-level measures whenever possible.  However, 
because adequate day-level measures were not available for all relevant constructs, some person-
level (i.e., individual difference) measures were modified to be day-level measures (e.g., Jehn et 
al.’s 2008 conceptualization of relationship conflict) or target the supervisory relationship (e.g., 
supervisor relationship quality).   
Third, I chose measures of constructs similar to or routinely conflated with those assessed 
 
9 Some conflict scholars have indicated that measurement of conflict perception based on a unidimensional 
evaluative quality may be problematic because it will invoke colloquial conceptualizations that are inconsistent with 
academic conceptualizations (Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009; Tjosvold et al., 2014).  Scholars have also pointed out that the 
word “conflict” is polysemous (Nelson, 2001), suggesting that perceptions of “conflict” may be influenced by 
various meanings of the word.   I think of colloquial conceptualizations and semantics as potential determinants of 
perceptions (Gergen, 2001; Schwartz, 2011; Tulving, 1972) that are worthy of investigation, not a measurement 
problem. 
CONFLICT PERCEPTION  51 
by my primary measures.  The purpose of selecting similar secondary measures was to determine 
whether my measures are empirically distinguishable from existing measures.  This is especially 
important for my measure of conflict perception for, if my measure of conflict perception is not 
empirically distinguishable from existing measures of conflict, there will be no evidence that my 
measure captures the unique construct I have described and no empirical justification for using 
my measure.  As such, the primary concern in selecting secondary measures was to establish my 
(primary) measures as different from existing measures and thereby ensure that I am not merely 
“reinventing the wheel” so to speak.   
Given that secondary measures were selected for their similarity to primary measures and 
the primary objective was to assess the empirical distinguishability of my primary measures, 
secondary measures were used to investigate both convergent and discriminant validity, 
simultaneously.  Specifically, I expected small-to-large correlations (r = .10-.70) between 
conflict perception, negative prescriptive EVs, and disagreement (primary measures) and all 
secondary measures.  An effect size of .70 is customarily used as a minimum acceptable level of 
reliability for new measures (Klein, 2016; LeBreton & Senter, 2008; Nunnally, 1978).  
Therefore, .70 is an upper bound for correlations that are high in strength but still supportive of 
discriminant validity.  According to Cohen’s (1988) interpretive guidelines for correlation 
coefficients, .10 is considered small.  Therefore, .10 is a lower bound for correlations that are 
meaningfully related but weak.  For example, a weak correlation in this lower range would be 
expected for remotely related constructs like disagreements (primary measure) and interpersonal 
justice (secondary measure).  Because outcome favorability is relatively unique among the other 
constructs (e.g., it is not an event), I expected zero-to-moderate correlations (r = .00-.30) 
between outcome favorability and all secondary measures (Cohen, 1988).  Secondary measures 
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are presented in the following three sections: general affect and work-related perceptions, 
supervisor relationship perceptions, and supervisor disagreement perceptions. All secondary 
measures are presented in Appendix E. 
General affect/work-related measures. The following measures are referred to as general 
because, unlike the other secondary measures, these measures do not refer to the supervisory 
relationship.  General affect/work-related measures include measures of state affect, job 
satisfaction, unfair treatment, and conflict at work. 
State affect. State affect was assessed with two adjective-based scales: state anger 
(“angry,” “resentful,” “annoyed,” Meier et al., 2013) and state depression (“depressed,” 
“miserable,” “gloomy,” Meier, Semmer, & Hupfeld, 2009).  Ratings were made using a 5-point 
scale (1=not at all, 5=extremely).  Scores were computed for state anger and state depression 
separately by averaging responses to their corresponding items.  Internal consistency was 
acceptable for state anger (α = .80) and state depression (α = .84). 
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with a 3-item scale adapted from the 
Michigan Organizational Assessment (Cammann, Fichman, Henkins, & Klesh, 1979) to measure 
concurrent, day-level job satisfaction by Loi, Yang, and Diefendorff  (2009, e.g., “At present, I 
am satisfied with my job”).  Responses were made using a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 
7=strongly disagree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to each item.  Internal 
consistency was acceptable (α=.94). 
Conflict at work. Conflict at work was assessed using a single-item measure (“Today, I 
had a conflict with people at work,” Meier, Semmer, & Gross, 2014).  Responses were made 
using a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly disagree). 
Unfair treatment. Unfair treatment at work was measured with a single-item measure 
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(“During my workshift today, I felt treated unfairly”) by Meier et al. (2009).  Responses were 
made using a 4-point scale (1=not at all, 2=once, 3=twice, 4=three times or more).   
Supervisor relationship/behavior measures. The forthcoming measures assess either 
characteristics of the supervisory relationship or supervisor behavior.  They include interpersonal 
justice, relationship quality, conflict stress, relationship conflict (Meier et al., 2013; Jehn et al., 
2008), and task conflict (Behfar et al., 2011).
Interpersonal justice.  Interpersonal justice was measured with a 3-item scale adapted 
from Colquitt (2001) by Loi et al. (2009, e.g., “Regarding your supervisor’s behavior today, to 
what extent did your supervisor treat you in a polite manner?”).  Responses were made using a 5-
point scale (1=none at all, 5=an enormous amount).  Scores were computed by averaging 
responses to each item.  Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .74).
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Relationship quality. Supervisor relationship quality is an unusual construct.  More 
commonly, researchers focus on supervisor satisfaction (as a facet of job satisfaction).  However, 
such measures tend to focus on specific facets of supervisor satisfaction (e.g., “knows job well,” 
Brodke et al., 2009) which may not be relevant to the focal constructs in this study (e.g., conflict 
perception).  Hence, supervisor relationship quality was assessed with Patrick et al.’s (2007) 4-
item version of the Quality of Marriage Index (Norton, 1983) adapted to reference “my 
supervisor” (e.g., “Right now, my relationship with my supervisor is stable”).  Responses were 
made using a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly disagree).  Scores were computed by 
averaging responses to each item.  Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .93). 
Verbal appropriateness.  Supervisor verbal appropriateness was measured with a 3-item 
scale extracted by Hullman (2004) from Canary and Spitzberg’s (1987) Conversational 
Appropriateness and Effectiveness Scales.  This measure is particularly relevant to negative 
prescriptive EVs as EVs are often measured using appropriateness items (e.g., Burgoon & 
Walter, 1990; Mottet, Parker-Raley, Cunningham, Beebe, & Raffeld, 2006).  The items were 
adapted to include a reference to “today” and to “my supervisor” (e.g., “Some of the things my 
supervisor said today were out of place.”).  Responses were made using a 7-point scale 
(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly disagree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to 
each item.  Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .93). 
Conflict stress. Conflict stress was measured using a 4-item scale from Spector and Jex’s 
(1998) Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale10 adapted by Frone (2000, e.g., “How often did you 
get into arguments with your supervisor today?”).  Responses were made using a 5-point scale 
 
10 This measure is referred to as conflict stress because Spector and Jex conceptualized conflict as a work stressor 
and labeling this as a measure of conflict would be misleading because of how different it is from modern measures 
and my measure of conflict. 
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(1=not at all, 5=very often).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to each item.  
Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .87). 
Relationship conflict (Meier et al., 2013; Jehn et al., 2008). Two measures were used to 
capture different conceptualizations of relationship conflict.  First, a 3-item measure by Meier et 
al. (2013) adapted to reference “my supervisor” was used (e.g., “Today, tensions existed between 
my supervisor and me”).  Responses were made using a 5-point scale (1=completely disagree, 
5=completely agree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to each item.  Internal 
consistency for this measure was acceptable (α = .90).  Second, a 4-item measure was adapted to 
reference “today” and “your supervisor” from Jehn et al. (2008; e.g., “How much fighting about 
personal issues was there between you and your supervisor today?”).  Responses were made 
using 5-point scales (1=not at all to 5=an enormous amount, 1=agree to 5=disagree).  Scores 
were computed by averaging responses to each item.  Internal consistency for this measure was 
acceptable (α = .86). 
Task conflict (Behfar et al., 2011). To capture Behfar et al.’s (2011) reconceptualization 
of task conflict, I adapted Behfar et al.’s 3-item measure to reference “today” and “my 
supervisor” (e.g., “How often did you and your supervisor discuss evidence for alternative 
viewpoints today?”).  Responses were made using a 5-point scale (1=not at all to 5=an enormous 
amount, 1=agree to 5=disagree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to each item.  
This measure is included here rather than in the disagreement measures because, although task 
conflict is usually conceptualized as a task-related disagreement, Behfar et al.’s 
conceptualization makes no reference to disagreement.   
Disagreement measures.  The final set of secondary measures relate to disagreement.  
Disagreement measures include relationship conflict (Rispens & Demerouti, 2016), task conflict 
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(Meier et al., 2013), process conflict, and verbal appropriateness. 
Relationship conflict (Rispens & Demerouti, 2016). A single-item measure adapted to 
reference “my supervisor” was used (Rispens & Demerouti, 2016; e.g., “My supervisor and I 
disagreed about personal issues today”).  Responses were made using a 5-point scale (1=not at 
all, 5=an enormous amount).   
Task conflict. To capture Jehn’s traditional conceptualization of task conflict, Meier et 
al.’s (2013) 3-item day-level measure of task conflict adapted to reference “my supervisor” was 
used (e.g., “Today, my supervisor and I disagreed about the way to complete a task”).11  Scores 
were computed by averaging responses to each item.  Internal consistency for this measure was 
acceptable (α = .80). Responses were made using a 5-point scale (1=not at all to 5=an enormous 
amount, 1=agree to 5=disagree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses to each item.  
Internal consistency for this measure was acceptable (α = .85).  
Process conflict. Process conflict was assessed with Jehn et al.’s (2008) 4-item measure 
adapted to reference “today” and “my supervisor” (e.g., “How much disagreement was there 
about task responsibilities between you and your supervisor today?”).  Responses were made 
using a 5-point scale (1=not at all, 5=an enormous amount).  Scores were computed by averaging 
responses to each item.  Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .87). 
Procedure 
 Participants completed the survey via Qualtrics, an online survey platform.  Following an 
initial consent form and the first language and eligibility items, participants completed two 
blocks of measures (see Figure 2).  Block 1 included general affect/work-related measures 
(comprised of secondary measures only) while Block 2 included two sub-blocks containing 
 
11 Although these items may appear similar to my disagreement items, note that these items assess task-specific 
disagreement while my disagreement items assess disagreement in general. 
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supervisor-specific items (comprised of primary and secondary measures).  The first sub-block 
included supervisor relationship/behavior measures.  The second sub-block included 
disagreement measures (all measures listed in Figure 2).   
Counterbalancing was used to randomize the order in which Blocks 1 and 2 were 
completed.  In addition, randomization was used within each block to (1) randomize the order of 
the measures within Block 1, (2) randomize the order of the sub-blocks (supervisor relationship 
characteristics, disagreement) within Block 2, (3) randomize the order of the measures within 
each of these sub-blocks, and (4) randomize the order of the items within all measures.  Each 
measure’s items were always grouped together such that items were never randomized across 
measures. 
Results 
Responses to the attention check and first language items were first examined to 
determine whether the data for one or more participants should be eliminated from the analyses.  
In total, 404 (73%) participants responded correctly to the attention check item.  Participants who 
did not respond correctly were excluded from subsequent analyses.  Seventy participants (13%) 
reported having a first language other than English.  Because the results were unaffected by first 
language, no participants were excluded based on this variable. 12  Thus, 404 participants were 
included in subsequent analyses. 
Next, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted with all items contained in my 
primary measures (i.e., EVs, disagreement, outcome favorability, episodic conflict perception) 
according to current best practices (see Flora & Flake, 2017; McNeish, 2017a; Sakaluk & Short, 
2017).  A parallel analysis was first conducted to determine the appropriate number of factors to 
 
12 All analyses, including parallel analysis, factor analysis, reliability, and correlational analyses, were run with and 
without participants who reported a first language other than English. 
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extract using O'Conner’s (2000) syntax for SPSS.  Based on a 95% confidence interval and five 
thousand parallel data sets from the raw data set, the results of the parallel analysis indicated a 
total of four factors.  A scree plot was consistent with a four factor model.  An exploratory factor 
analysis using principal axis factoring estimation and promax rotation was then conducted.  I 
used principal axis factoring because data for many items were skewed and the sample size 
available for factor analyses was small at 137 (McNeish, 2017a; Sakaluk & Short, 2017).13  An 
initial factor analysis revealed that the two negative prescriptive EV frequency items had weak 
factor loadings and significant cross-loadings with disagreement items.  These items were 
removed.  A second exploratory factor analysis revealed a four-factor structure that paralleled the 
conceptual distinctions among variables. Item loadings ranged from .46 to .93.  See Table 3 for 
loadings and reliability coefficients.   
All variables were computed by averaging responses to items within each measure.  
Spearman correlations were used to investigate the convergent/divergent validity of my primary 
measures.  As stated above, I expected moderate-to-strong correlations (r = .10-.70) between 
conflict perception, negative prescriptive EVs, and disagreement (primary measures) and all 
secondary measures; I expected weak-to-moderate correlations (r = .00-.30) between outcome 
favorability and all secondary measures.  As shown in Table 4, all correlations were within the 
expected range (.20-.70) for conflict perception, negative prescriptive EVs and disagreement, 
except for the correlations between negative prescriptive EVs and relationship conflict (Jehn et 
al., 2008; r = .06) and between disagreement and process conflict (r = .76).  All correlations were 
within the expected range (r = .00-.30) between outcome favorability and secondary measures 
except for the higher-than-expected correlation with relationship quality (r = .38).  The inter-
 
13 Although the total sample included in analyses was 404, the majority of participants reported no EVs and/or no 
disagreements.  All of these participants were automatically excluded from analyses. 
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correlations among my primary measures were all weak-to-moderate, with the strongest 
correlation at .54 between conflict perception and disagreement.  
Discussion 
The results of factor, reliability, and correlational analyses provide initial support for the 
construct validity of my measures. Exploratory factor analyses revealed four components that 
mapped onto my primary measures, and correlations with secondary measures were generally as 
expected.  Notwithstanding, some of the correlation coefficients were outside of expected ranges.  
The correlation between negative prescriptive EVs and relationship conflict (Jehn et al., 2008) 
(.06) was lower than expected.  However, Jehn et al.’s measure of relationship conflict assesses 
fighting perceptions which may correspond to only a specific type of negative prescriptive EVs 
involving aggressive behavior.  The low correlation between these constructs provides evidence 
for divergent validity. 
The unexpectedly high correlation (r = .76) found between disagreement (primary 
measure) and process conflict (secondary measure) suggests a lack of discriminant validity.  
However, while outside the expected range, .76 is still below the upper threshold for divergent 
validity proposed by many scholars (.9, see Gold et al., 2001).  Moreover, there is reason to 
suspect that this correlation between disagreement and process conflict may be inflated by 
sample characteristics.  The current sample was comprised of undergraduate employees who 
tend to occupy jobs with low autonomy and high supervisory oversight.  Disagreements in these 
job types may be constrained by the power differential between employees and their supervisors 
such that disputes tend to revolve around expectations and responsibilities.  As such, 
disagreements about, for example, more intimate, nonwork issues (i.e., relationship conflict) or 
the pros and cons of ideas (i.e., task conflict) may be suppressed in this population.  Given that 
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the process conflict items used in this study focus on disagreements about the delegation of task 
responsibilities and the execution of those responsibilities, it is possible that my disagreement 
measure is highly correlated with process conflict because the majority of supervisor 
disagreements reported by employees within the sample are process conflicts. 
All negative prescriptive EV items loaded on the same factor.  This is somewhat 
surprising given that some of the items were constructed to assess prescriptive EV magnitude 
(items 1-2 and 5-8) and some of the items were constructed to measure negative valence (items 
3-4).  One might expect these items to load on separate factors, each representing distinct 
dimensions of a higher order construct (Jarvis et al., 2003; Johnson, Rosen, Chang, 2011).  This 
alternative model may be tested using confirmatory factor analysis but ought to be done with a 
different sample to reduce the risk of sample bias in conclusions about scale validity (Flora & 
Flake, 2017). I revisit this issue in a confirmatory factor analysis using the data from my main 
study. 
Main Study 
Design 
 I employed a longitudinal, non-experimental design with three phases of data collection 
(Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013).  In Phase 1 (pre-ESM phase), baseline measures of Level 2 
between-person outcomes (global conflict perception, job satisfaction) were assessed.  In Phase 2 
(ESM phase), Level 1 within-person variables including the primary predictors (negative 
prescriptive EVs, disagreements), moderator (outcome favorability), and mediators (motive 
inconsistent and motive consistent emotions, episodic conflict perception) were assessed once 
daily for ten workdays.  In Phase 3 (post-ESM phase), Level 2 between-person outcomes (global 
conflict perception, job satisfaction) were measured.  All variables are continuous.  A 
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diagrammatic representation of the design is presented in Figure 3. 
Participants 
 Undergraduate students were offered course credit in exchange for participation via the 
college’s online recruitment platform for psychology and management research (Sona Systems).  
Given that undergraduates tend to have relatively low autonomy jobs and supervisors have a 
greater influence on employees’ work roles in low autonomy jobs, undergraduate students were 
considered an appropriate population for studying the effects of supervisor dynamics on job 
satisfaction.  Moreover, because supervisory conflict is greater in low autonomy jobs (Liu et al., 
2011), undergraduate employees may be particularly likely to experience conflict with their 
supervisors.  To be eligible for participation, students needed to be working a minimum of two 
days per week and have contact with the same supervisor most days they work.  I collected data 
from two-hundred ninety-nine (299) participants (190 women, 109 men).  In total, 86.2% were 
first language English speakers and 77.9% were between the ages of 18 and 24.  The sample size 
exceeds the minimum number of clusters recommended by multilevel structural equation 
modeling simulation researchers which is required for my most demanding analyses (i.e., 
multilevel confirmatory factor analysis, Hox, Maas, Brinkhuis, 2010; McNeish, 2017b). 
Measures 
First language. First language was assessed with the same item used in the pilot study 
(see Appendix E) and was included in the pre-ESM survey. All remaining measures described 
below appear in Appendix F. 
Eligibility. Three eligibility criteria check (i.e., screening) questions were included in the 
pre-ESM survey.  The first item was designed to verify that respondents were working a 
minimum of 2 days per week (“On average, how many days per week do you spend working for 
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your primary employer?”).  Respondents who indicated working “1 day per week” or “Less than 
1 day per week” were deemed ineligible.  The second item verified that the respondent had a 
primary supervisor (“Do you have a primary supervisor for this employer?”).  Respondents who 
indicated “no” for this question were deemed ineligible.  The third item verified that respondents 
interact with their primary supervisor most days they work (“Do you interact with your primary 
supervisor (via phone, video chat, text, email, or face-to-face) every day you are at work?”).  
Respondents were deemed eligible only if they indicated “Yes, I interact with my supervisor 
every time I work” or “No, but I interact with my supervisor most of the days I work.” 
Global conflict perception. Six items measuring global conflict perception were 
included in both the pre-ESM and post-ESM surveys.  Items were constructed based on the 
validated episodic conflict perception scale used in the pilot study.  Rather than assessing 
“concurrent” perceptions, however, the global conflict perception items were constructed to 
assess “retrospective” perceptions over a 1-month timeframe (see Schwartz, 2011).  To account 
for a 1-month timeframe, I used the qualifier “over the past month.”  An example item is, “Over 
the past month, there has been conflict between my supervisor and me.”  Responses to each item 
were made using a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree).  Scores for 
global conflict perception were computed by averaging responses to each item.  Because items 
were measured both using 5 and 7-point scales, rescaling was used so that all items were on a 7-
point scale before mean-scoring.  Internal consistency was acceptable (α=.87). 
Job satisfaction. Also included in the pre-ESM and post-ESM surveys, job satisfaction 
was measured using the three-item job satisfaction subscale of the Michigan Organizational 
Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann et al., 1979).  This measure has been used in both conflict 
perception (Bruk-Lee et al., 2013) and affective events theory (Weiss et al., 1999) research.  I 
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adapted the original scale to specify a target timeframe of 1-month.  To avoid confusion within 
this student sample, the original third item, “In general, I like working here” was changed to, “In 
the past month, I have liked working at my place of employment.”  Responses to each item were 
made using a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree).  Internal consistency 
was acceptable (α=.97). 
Daily compliance check. Daily compliance check items were included in the ESM 
survey to assess two forms of noncompliance: missed days (i.e., response rate) and “temporal 
delay” (Kini, 2013).  Missed days were assessed by asking participants, “Regarding your last 
workday (PRIOR to today), did you complete a survey at the end of the day?”  Responses to this 
item were made by selecting one of four options (“yes”, “no, this is my first daily survey,” “no, I 
forgot,” “no I was busy,” “no, I had technical issues”).  For participants who reported missing a 
day, instructions were automatically presented (on the following page of the ESM survey) to 
make up the missed day by adding an extra day of the ESM survey to their measurement 
schedule.   
Temporal delay was assessed by asking participants, “At what time did you finish you 
work shift today?”  Responses to this item were made by selecting one of three options (“within 
the past hour,” “More than an hour ago (but I did work today),” “I did not work today”).  
Participants who reported completing a survey more than one hour after their workday ended 
were automatically presented with a reminder (on the following page of the survey) to complete 
the ESM survey as soon as their workday ends.  Participants who reported not working (the third 
option) were routed to the end of the survey with a message to complete the survey on workdays 
only. 
Negative prescriptive expectancy violations. Four items were used to measure negative 
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prescriptive EVs in the ESM survey.  Valence was assessed using the same two EV valence 
items from the pilot study.  Magnitude was measured using two of the original six items from the 
pilot study. Two items referring to appropriateness were dropped because, in hindsight, a 
behavior (e.g., lewd behavior) could be perceived as socially inappropriate but not a negative 
prescriptive EV (e.g., because it is simultaneously comical or welcomed).  Among the other four 
pilot study items (“To what extent was this something you/your supervisor shouldn't have 
done?,” “How strongly do you feel that you/your supervisor shouldn't have done this?,” “I think 
I/my supervisor shouldn’t have done this.,” “This is not how I think I/my supervisor should 
behave.”), I choose the second and third items to measure EV magnitude.  Although the first two 
items had the strongest factor loadings in the pilot study, they are similarly worded, and it is 
unlikely that participants would doubly introspect to produce two separate responses to these 
items.  To avoid common method bias and the perceived redundancy of similarly worded items 
(reported by participants in the pilot study),14 I used the two items with the highest factor 
loadings and maximally different wording (“How strongly do you feel that you/your supervisor 
shouldn't have done this?,” and “I think I/my supervisor shouldn’t have done this.”).  As in the 
pilot study, parallel items (differing only in whether they were self- or supervisor-triggered) were 
pooled together to create unified indicators.  The same instructions from the pilot study were 
used to aid in recall. Internal consistency was acceptable among all items (α=.87) as well as for 
EV magnitude (α=.82) and EV valence (α=.89) items separately. All hypothesis tests were based 
on the composite four-item measure. 
Disagreement. Two items with the largest factor loadings were drawn from the pilot 
study to measure disagreement magnitude in the ESM survey.  To aid in recall before the 
 
14 An open-ended question at the end of the pilot study survey allowed participant to provide feedback on the 
survey. 
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disagreement magnitude items, two disagreement frequency items developed for the pilot study 
(“How often did you disagree (publicly or privately) with your supervisor today?,” “How often 
did your supervisor disagree with you today?”) were used as memory search prompts.  Internal 
consistency was acceptable (α=.92). 
Outcome favorability. Two items based on the pilot study were used to measure 
disagreement outcome favorability and presented to participants who reported some frequency of 
disagreement in the ESM survey (in response to the memory search prompts preceding the 
disagreement items).  The first item was identical to the pilot study item with the highest factor 
loading (“I am pleased with the current status of the disagreement”).  I created the second item 
by integrating language from the first and second items.  This new item was, “I am satisfied with 
the outcome of the disagreement.”  Internal consistency was acceptable (α=.91). 
Episodic conflict perception. Two items (with the largest factor loadings) were drawn 
from the pilot study to measure episodic conflict perceptions in the ESM survey.  Internal 
consistency was acceptable (α=.95). 
Emotions. All participants were presented with ten items measuring emotions as part of 
the ESM survey.  Based on a review of measurement approaches to emotion assessment (e.g., 
Harmon-Jones et al., 2016; Mauss & Robinson, 2009; Pekrun & Bühner, 2014; Robins, Noftle, 
& Tracy, 2007; Scherer, 2005), I developed an “adjective-based” scale based on five motive-
inconsistent (guilt, resentment, tension, disappointment, frustration) and five motive-consistent 
(pride, admiration, gratitude, delight, relief) emotions.   An adjective-based scale format was 
chosen to minimize information processing demands on participants which is important when 
collecting data with ESM (Fisher & To, 2012).  Responses were made using a 5-point Likert 
scale (1=not at all, 5=extremely).   
CONFLICT PERCEPTION  66 
Because emotions are, by definition, object-specific (Frijda, 1993; Roseman & Smith, 
2001), instructions for the items refer to “recent events regarding my supervisor” (“As a result of 
recent events regarding my supervisor, I feel the following RIGHT NOW...”).  Although the 
most theoretically relevant object of evaluation would be the events in my model (i.e., 
prescriptive EVs, disagreements), referencing these events in my measure would preclude the 
administration my emotions items to participants who did not report one of the events.  
Therefore, using a more general object that includes but does not specify the antecedent event 
(i.e., “recent events regarding my supervisor”) allows me to collect data on emotions regardless 
of whether or not the participant experienced an event.  This is necessary to test the idea that 
motive inconsistent emotions mediate the relationship between events and conflict perception 
(i.e., Hypotheses 6-8).  Internal consistency was acceptable for motive inconsistent (α=.90) and 
motive consistent (α=.92) emotions composites. 
Procedure 
 Data were collected in three phases (see Figure 3).  Phase 1 was completed in a lab 
setting and included the pre-ESM survey, an experimenter-led training session, and an ESM 
survey-scheduling protocol.  Upon arrival to the lab, each participant was provided a unique 
three-digit code (printed on index cards).  The code was entered into all surveys (by participants) 
to enable confidential linking of participant data at the end of the study.  Participants were then 
seated at a computer to complete the pre-ESM survey via the on-line survey platform, Qualtrics.  
The pre-ESM survey included the items measuring eligibility, first language, global conflict 
perception, and job satisfaction.   
The purpose of the training was to prepare participants for the ESM phase of the study.  
The training was delivered by one of four experimenters (one lead researcher and three research 
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assistants) using a script (Appendix G) and a computer-based training supplement.15  This 
supplement was built within Qualtrics and, like an online survey, users advanced from one page 
to the next by clicking a next arrow when instructed by the experimenter.  The training began 
with a description of the participation schedule for the remainder of the study.  For clarity, the 
ESM survey was referred to as the “end-of-workday survey” and the post-ESM survey was 
referred to as the “final survey.”  Participants were told to complete the “end-of-workday” 
survey at the end of each workday for ten workdays and the post-ESM survey one day after the 
completion of the tenth ESM survey.  They were then shown, via the computer-based 
supplement, a diagram depicting the participation schedule (i.e., study timeline, Appendix H).  
The following pages of the supplement were identical to the ESM (i.e., “end-of-workday”) 
survey.  Using the supplement and script, the experimenter walked participants though the ESM 
survey items. 
Next, participants completed a training comprehension test embedded in the training 
supplement (immediately following the ESM survey walk-through).  The format of the 
comprehension test was true/false and all items were true.  Only true statements were used to 
avoid the potential for sleeper effects on memory during Phase 2 (see Underwood & Pezdek, 
1998).  Sleeper effects occur when people recall false information (they were explicitly told was 
false) as true after a temporal delay.   After completing the comprehension test, participants 
advanced to the final page of the training supplement which provided a link to complete the ESM 
survey-scheduling protocol.   
The ESM-survey scheduling protocol involved an online sign-up sheet designed using 
ivolunteer.com.  The sign-up sheet allowed participants to schedule “invitation” email reminders 
 
15 Participants accessed the computer-based training supplement using a link provided on the final page of the pre-
ESM survey. 
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containing survey links for all ESM surveys according to participants’ personal work schedules.  
Screenshots of the final page of the training supplement and the ESM survey-scheduling protocol 
are presented in Appendix H.  Finally, participants were given the correct answers to the 
comprehension test via a paper-based, take-home version of the test (see Appendix I) and 
dismissed. 
In Phase 2, participants completed the ESM survey at the end of each workday for ten 
days.  The amount of time it took to complete the ten ESM surveys depended on participants’ 
work schedules.  Whereas participants with 5-day workweeks could complete all ten ESM 
surveys in two weeks, participants who worked fewer than 5 days per week completed the ESM 
surveys over a longer period.  Based on the schedule they created during the scheduling protocol 
in Phase 1, participants were sent, automatically by ivolunteer.com, email reminders at 
approximately 3:00 AM on each workday.  Reminder emails contained a link to the ESM survey 
and instructions to complete the ESM survey within one hour of finishing their workday.  A 
screenshot of an example reminder email is presented in Appendix H. 
The ESM survey included the compliance check, negative prescriptive EVs, 
disagreement, outcome favorability, emotions, and episodic conflict perception items.  
Participants completed the ESM survey using either a mobile device or a computer via 
Qualtrics.16  A screenshot of the first page is presented in Appendix H.  As noted above, 
participants who reported missing an ESM survey were automatically displayed a reminder to 
make up the survey by adding a day to their participation schedule and instructions on how to 
reschedule the missed survey on ivolunteer.com; participants who reported completing a survey 
 
16 Although many mobile apps for ESM exist, these apps have many downsides including cost, reliability, device 
compatibility, and lower levels of compliance than web-based surveys (Thomas & Azmitia, 2016).  Qualtrics is a 
web-based survey platform that uses Transport Layer Security (TLS) encryption and has a mobile-friendly interface. 
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more than one hour after their workday ended were automatically displayed a message to remind 
participants to complete the ESM survey within one hour of completing their workshifts.  In 
addition, these participants were provided an email address to send technical or other questions.   
The final item of the ESM survey instructed participants to select one of two options: “I 
have more daily surveys to complete” or “This is my 11th survey. Please email me a link to 
Survey 12.”  Selection of the latter response triggered an email notification at an email account 
monitored by the researchers.  The triggered email included the participant code which was used 
to extract and inspect the timestamps of the participants’ completed surveys in the database 
stored on Qualtrics.  Participants whose timestamps indicated they completed multiple surveys 
on the same day, more surveys than they reported working per week (in the pre-ESM survey), or 
surveys in the morning (which indicates they didn’t complete the survey at the end of their 
workday) were asked to correct their errors by completing additional surveys.  Otherwise, 
participants were emailed the post-ESM survey.  In Phase 3, participants completed the post-
ESM survey on a mobile or computer device (via Qualtrics).  The post-ESM survey included the 
global conflict perception and job satisfaction items.  
Analyses 
For all hypotheses, items were mean-scored to compute unitary indicators of study 
variables.  To account for the hierarchical structure of the data, hypotheses with Level-1 
outcomes (hypotheses 2, 3, 6, and 7) were tested using multilevel regression (i.e., multilevel 
modeling) in Mplus version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1999-2017).  Random intercepts and fixed 
slopes were used in all multilevel analyses.  Although researchers sometimes test a random 
intercept model first and then compare the results to those of a random coefficient (i.e., slope) 
model (Heck & Thomas, 2015), I did not make these comparisons.  Instead, I opted for the most 
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parsimonious model, a random intercept model (Park & Lake, 2005).  The meaningfulness of 
random effects rests on assumptions that there are no unmeasured covariates (Townsend, 
,Buskley, Harada, & Scott, 2013).  Because this assumption is difficult to defend, I proceeded 
with a random intercept model for all multilevel analyses.   
Hypotheses were tested at both Levels 1 and 2 using group-mean centered predictors at 
Level 1 and their respective cluster means at Level 2 (Curran & Bauer, 2011; Enders & Tofighi, 
2007).  In this study, group-mean centering was achieved by subtracting a participant’s cluster 
mean from each observation within the cluster so that the mean of each cluster was zero and 
observations had no between-cluster variation.  Cluster means refer to the mean of within-cluster 
observations.  In this study, a cluster mean was the average of a participant’s scores on a given 
measure from each ESM survey.  For example, the cluster mean for episodic conflict perceptions 
was computed by first averaging the two items assessing daily perceptions of episodic conflict 
(“daily observations”), and then averaging these daily observations across the 10 ESM surveys. 
One cluster mean of episodic conflict perception was computed for each participant and then 
used to operationalize episodic conflict perceptions at Level 2.   
When using multilevel regression, Preacher et al. (2010) advised that researchers test 
relationships at both Levels 1 and 2 in the same model using group-mean centered predictors at 
Level 1 and cluster means at Level 2 (see also, Curran & Bauer, 2011; Enders & Tofighi, 2007). 
This practice, referred to by Preacher et al. as “unconflated multilevel modeling,” is important 
when testing a multilevel model that includes a direct effect between two Level 1 variables 
(1→1).  Whereas traditional multilevel modeling produces a biased slope estimate of a 1→1 
direct effect that conflates Level 1 and Level 2 variance, unconflated multilevel modeling 
estimates the between and within effects independently.  I employ for all multilevel analyses 
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unconflated multilevel modeling as depicted by Preacher et al.’s (2010) supplemental Mplus 
syntax.   
Hypotheses with Level-2 outcomes (hypotheses 1, 4, 5, 8-12) were tested with single 
level regression in Mplus.  For these hypotheses, cluster means were used to operationalize 
repeated measures variables at Level 2.  All analyses employed maximum likelihood estimation 
with robust standard errors to account for non-normality except for Hypotheses 4 and 8.  
Hypotheses 4 and 8-12 were tested using maximum likelihood estimation with bootstrapped 
standard errors.  Bootstrapping is recommended for testing interactions and indirect effects in 
single-level regression models (Hayes, 2013).  Among the advantages of bootstrapping is power 
and robustness to non-normality.  Maximum likelihood is the most robust estimation method 
available for analyses using bootstrapped standard errors in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1999-
2017).   
A criterion for tests of emergence in Hypotheses 9-12 was that the relationships among 
day-level variables at Level 1 and their aggregate counterparts at Level 2 were “configurally 
similar” in multilevel analyses (Chen et al., 2005).  Multilevel analyses for Hypotheses 6-7 were 
examined for configural similarity before testing Hypotheses 9-12.  Configural similarity was 
deemed to exist if hypothesized relationships were significant at both Level 1 and Level 2 
(among their aggregate variable counterparts).   
Results 
A total of 247 participants completed the study through submission of the post-ESM 
survey.  On average, they completed 10.25 ESM surveys in 4.86 minutes each.  A total of 782 
negative prescriptive EVs (410 self-caused, 372 supervisor-caused) were reported by 171 
participants and some frequency of disagreement was reported in 870 ESM surveys (758 self-
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caused, 112 supervisor-caused) by 228 participants.  Participants reported working an average of 
3.37 days per week for their primary employer and 50.2% of participants reported working for 
their primary employer for one year or less.  All participants reported having a primary 
supervisor; however, more than half (59.87%) reported having more than one supervisor.17  
55.2% of participants had known their primary supervisor for one year or less.  87.21% of 
participants reported interacting with their primary supervisor every day while 12.79% reported 
most days (respondents were excluded if they reported less interaction as per the eligibility 
criteria).  A breakdown of communication mediums (e.g., face-to-face, mobile text) reported by 
participants is presented in Table 5.  As shown in this table, most participants reported that most 
of their communication with their primary supervisor was face-to-face. 
Data Screening 
Although there were two “compliance check items” items included in each ESM survey, I 
chose not to use these items for data screening because faking was incentivized by the survey 
design.  Each time a participant indicated a missed survey or completing the survey “more than 1 
hour ago,” a message was automatically displayed on the subsequent page of the survey either 
asking them to report which survey they missed or reminding them to complete the ESM survey 
within one hour of finishing their workshift.  Participants who wanted to complete the surveys 
quickly could avoid these messages by “faking” compliance (i.e., dishonestly reporting no 
delayed survey completion or missed days).   
Instead, I used three data screening criteria: timestamp proximity, ESM survey duration, 
and an attention check item.  Timestamp proximity indicates that participants have completed 
more than one survey within a given timeframe (McCabe, Mack, & Fleeson, 2012).  
 
17 Participants were instructed to focus on their “primary” supervisor while responding to survey items. 
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Theoretically, timestamp proximity may reflect “backfilling” (filling out multiple surveys at 
once, Fisher & To, 2012).  Under the assumption that the first of several reports completed 
within a short timeframe may be valid, I computed a filter variable to identify ESM surveys 
completed less than 12 hours since the previous ESM survey.  This filter variable flagged 6.88% 
of ESM surveys.   
A minimum acceptable ESM survey duration was used to eliminate ESM surveys under 
the assumption that extremely short survey completion times are indicative of low-quality data.  
If the minimum is set too high, quality data will be eliminated; if the minimum is set too low, 
low quality data will be included in the final sample.  Therefore, a conservative minimum 
acceptable survey duration is the shortest conceivable amount of time in which participants could 
complete the survey (McCabe et al., 2012).  To determine this minimum, I completed the ESM 
survey as fast as possible by ignoring instructions and clicking the first response to all items.  
After three practice trials, I completed the ESM survey in 92 seconds.  Using a minimum 
acceptable survey duration of 92 seconds flagged 782 (25.38%) ESM surveys.   
Finally, examination of an attention check item included in the Pre-ESM survey revealed 
a passing rate of 70.90%.  That is, an unimpressive majority of participants responded correctly 
to the item, “Please select a ‘moderate amount’ to confirm you're paying attention.”  Using as 
data screening criteria the timestamp proximity, ESM survey duration, and the attention check 
variables resulted in 94 (31.44%) participants being excluded.  The remaining sample included in 
analyses included 205 participants.  The number of surveys or participants flagged by each 
noncompliance variable independently is presented in Table 6. 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
I further examined the validity of my scales using multilevel confirmatory factor analysis.   
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There is controversy related to model fit indices and respecification in confirmatory factor 
analysis (Klein, 2016).  One perspective is that common benchmarks for global fit statistics such 
as root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR), and Bentler's comparative fit index (CFI) provide sufficient evidence for model fit 
regardless of the significance level of the chi-square statistic and local fit statistics such as 
correlation residuals and modification indices.  This perspective also tends to regard the chi-
square significant test alone as insufficient evidence for global fit due to the fact that the chi-
square statistic is partially influenced by sample size.   
An alternative perspective, advocated by Klein (2016), is that common benchmarks for 
global fit statistics RMSEA, SRMR, and CFI are largely arbitrary and the chi-square statistic, 
although imperfect, is more reliable,  particularly when sample sizes is not large; and, local fit 
statistics (e.g., correlation residuals and modification indices) need to be considered in addition 
to global fit statistics.  I heed Klein’s (2016) recommendations and conduct model 
respecifications based on local fit statistics where theoretically justified.  Although model 
respecification may be deemed an opportunistic practice that capitalizes on chance, it is 
informative when theoretically justified repecifications improve (or fail to improve) model fit.  
Therefore, I present fit statistics both before and after respecifications in the following sections. 
Level 1 variables. To examine the discriminant validity of my measures, I conducted 
multilevel confirmatory factor analyses.  First, I examined a five-factor model to examine 
conflict-related Level 1 variables (i.e., disagreements, outcome favorability, negative prescriptive 
EVs, motive inconsistent emotions, and episodic conflict perceptions).  This model yielded poor 
fit [χ2(80) = 265.44, p < .001, CFI = .96, RMSEA= .04, SRMRwithin = .05].18  Two large (i.e., >.1, 
 
18 CFI=confirmatory fit index, RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation, SRMRwithin = Standardized root 
mean residual for within level. 
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Klein, 2016) correlation residuals and five modification indices greater than 10.00 involved the 
guilt item.  There was a modification index of 98.96 for the fixed (by default) error covariance 
between the EV magnitude items (see Appendix F).  This suggests that there was common 
variance among the two EV magnitude items not accounted for by the latent factor for EV.  This 
makes sense as EV magnitude is one dimension of negative prescriptive EVs (the other being 
valence).  I dropped the guilt item and freed the error covariance between the EV magnitude 
items.  This respecification improved model fit dramatically [χ2(66) = 81.02, p = .10, CFI = .10, 
RMSEA= .01, SRMRwithin = .02]. 
Next, I added the motive consistent emotions items to the model to examine the fit of an 
6-factor model.  This model yielded poor fit [χ2(136) = 255.74, p < .001, CFI = .97, RMSEA= 
.02, SRMRwithin = .04].  An inspection of correlation residuals and modification indices 
suggested the motive consistent emotions item for pride was a primary source of misfit, so I 
dropped this item.  In addition, a modification index suggested that motive consistent emotions 
gratitude and admiration shared common variance not accounted for by the model.  This makes 
sense as they are both “other-praising emotions” (Algoe & Haidt, 2009).  To account for this 
common variance, I freed the error covariance between them.  Finally, I dropped the motive 
consistent emotions item “relief” which had a relatively low factor loading (.655, Klein, 2016).   
The respecified model fit exactly [χ2(102) = 123.89, p < .06, CFI = .10, RMSEA= .01, 
SRMRwithin = .02].   
Factor loadings and final list of items are presented in Table 9.  Note that the factor 
loadings for the EV magnitude items (.63 and .53) may be considered low by some standards.  
When a set of items are considered equivalent (i.e., interchangeable) indicators of the same 
construct, low factor loadings are indicative of poor item-level validity (i.e., high measurement 
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error).  In the present case, however, the EV magnitude items and the EV valence items are 
assumed to measure a different aspects of the same overarching construct.  As such, lower than 
usual factor loadings may be attributable to a combination of measurement error and construct 
“specific variance” (Klein, 2016).  Therefore, a more liberal minimum standard (e.g., .3 or .4) is 
theoretically justified (Brown, 2006).   
To investigate the possibility that the EV magnitude and EV valence items would be 
better modeled as separate factors, I compared the 6-factor model above to an 8-factor model 
using a “Satorra-Bentler scaled” chi-square difference test (to account for nonnormality, Bryant 
& Satorra, 2001).  In the 8-factor model, negative prescriptive EVs was specified as a second 
order factor to two first order factors, EV magnitude and EV valence.  The 8-factor model fit 
exactly [χ2(101) = 123.66, p = .06, CFI = .10, RMSEA= .01, SRMRwithin = .02] and all factor 
loadings were above .7, however; it did not fit significantly better than the 6-factor model [Δχ2(1) 
= .27, p = .60].  Therefore, I retained the 6-factor model. 
Level 2 variables. To examine the discriminant validity of my Level 2 variables, I 
estimated a 3-factor model.  Although I only have two Level 2 variables (global conflict 
perception and job satisfaction), I wanted to examine the discriminant validity of episodic and 
global conflict perceptions by including them in the same model.  To stabilize the estimation of 
the episodic conflict perception factor, I constrained the factor loadings of its two items at Level 
2 to be equal to each other and their loadings at Level 1 (for recommendations of this technique 
for factors with only two indicators, see Klein, 2016; Heck & Thomas, 2015; Newsom, 2015).  
The initial model fit poorly [χ2(43) = 151.72, p < .001, CFI = .96, RMSEA= .04, SRMRwithin = 
.03, SRMRbetween = .08].  A modification index indicated that the first two global conflict 
perception items shared common error variance.  This makes sense as these items share response 
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options that differ from the other items (see Appendix F).  As such, this error variance may be 
attributable to method effects.  In addition, the fifth global conflict perception item had a 
relatively low loading (.64).  This item was “How aware were you of conflict between you and 
your supervisor over the past month?”  During the Pre-ESM survey some participants expressed 
confusion over this item.  The use of the word, “aware,” may be generally problematic for 
measuring perceptions as it was also included in the lowest loading disagreement item in the 
pilot study (see Table 3).  There was also a modification index for the covariance between the 
third job satisfaction item and the fourth global conflict perception item, “To what extent was 
there conflict between you and your supervisor over the past month?”  I dropped the fourth and 
fifth global conflict perception items and respecified the model with a freed error covariance 
between the first and second global conflict perception items.  The respecified model fit exactly 
[χ2(25) = 32.74, p = .14, CFI = .10, RMSEA= .01, SRMRwithin = .03, SRMRbetween = .08].  All 
factor loadings were greater than .8 (see Table 10).  Because the first two global conflict 
perception items (in Table 10) used a 7-point scale while the last two global conflict perception 
items used a 5-point scale, I rescaled the last two items before computing mean scores for 
regression analyses. After rescaling, all global conflict perception items were on a 7-point scale 
(Little, 2013).19 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics including correlations and intraclass correlations (ICCs) for Level 1 
variables are presented in Table 7.  ICC(1) values represent the proportion between-cluster 
variance to total (between- and within-cluster) variance.  The potential for contextual effects 
 
19 The results of all analyses were unaffected by the items dropped following confirmatory factor analyses.  I ran all 
analyses with and without the original items retained and found no difference in the pattern of findings reported for 
hypotheses. 
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(different findings between levels) exists when intraclass correlation (ICC) coefficients are 
greater than 0 (Bliese, 2000).  ICC(2) coefficients are computed for each cluster.  To obtain 
single values for each variable, ICC(2) values were computed for each participant and then 
averaged across participants for each Level 1 variable.  ICC(2) values indicate the degree of 
heterogeneity among within-cluster observations and may be interpreted as reliability 
coefficients (Bliese, 2000).  In the context of the present study, high ICC(2) values suggest the 
construct was stable over the measurement period of the study; low ICC(2) values suggest a 
construct was unstable.  Correlations for Level 1 variable cluster means and Level 2 variables are 
presented in Table 8. 
Hypotheses 
A summary of hypotheses and findings are presented in Table 11.   
Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 states that episodic conflict perceptions positively predict 
global conflict perception.  Whereas episodic conflict perceptions is a repeated measures (Level 
1) variable, global conflict perception is a single measures (Level 2) variable.  Cluster means 
were used to represent episodic conflict perceptions in a single-level regression.  This approach 
revealed a significant, positive effect of average episodic conflict perceptions on global conflict 
perception [B = .80, t(203) = 32.14, p < .001].  Thus, participants’ average daily episodic conflict 
perceptions predict their global conflict perceptions. 
Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 is that negative prescriptive EVs are positively related to 
episodic conflict perceptions.  Both variables are Level 1, repeated measures variables.  The 
direct effect of negative prescriptive EVs on episodic conflict perceptions was positive and 
significant at Level-1 [γ = .88, SE = .11, p < .001] and Level-2 [γ = 1.01, SE = .14, p < .001].   
Findings at Level 1 indicate that daily negative prescriptive EVs predict daily episodic conflict 
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perceptions.  Findings at Level 2 indicate that participants’ average daily negative prescriptive 
EVs ratings predict their average daily episodic conflict perceptions ratings. 
I theorized above that negative prescriptive EVs and disagreements are different conflict-
triggering events but that disagreements may often involve a negative prescriptive EV (e.g., the 
mere expression of a disagreed-with perspective is perceived to be an EV).  To examine the 
conceptual independence of disagreements and EVs, I retested Hypothesis 2 while controlling 
for disagreements.  I group-mean-centered both the main predictor (EVs) as well as the covariate 
(disagreements, see Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018).  This analysis revealed significant direct 
effects for EVs [γ = .44, SE = .12, p < .001] and disagreements [γ = .51, SE = .16, p = .001] on 
episodic conflict perceptions at Level 1; and, significant direct effects for EVs [γ = .67, SE =.18, 
p < .001] and disagreements [γ = 1.17, SE = .27, p < 001] at Level 2.  These findings provide 
support for Hypothesis 2 and that negative prescriptive EVs predict episodic conflict perceptions 
independently of disagreements. 
Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
predict episodic conflict perceptions such that disagreements positively predict episodic conflict 
perceptions when outcome favorability is low but not when outcome favorability is high.  All 
three variables are repeated measures (Level 1) variables.  A multilevel regression was 
conducted using group-mean-centered predictors at Level-1 and cluster means for predictors at 
Level-2 to test a 1 × (1 → 1) model.20  At Level-1, significant direct effects were found for 
disagreements [γ = .65, SE = .10, p < .001] and outcome favorability [γ = -.32 SE = .05, p < .001] 
but there was no significant interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability on 
episodic conflict perceptions [γ = .006, SE = .07, p = .93].  At Level-2, all effects were 
 
20 This notation is used by Preacher, Zhang, and Zyphur (2016) to distinguish between different kinds of multilevel 
models involving interactive effects. 
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nonsignificant including the direct effect for disagreements [γ = 1.12, SE = .59, p = .06], the 
direct effect for outcome favorability [γ = -.79, SE = .67, p = .23], and the interaction between 
disagreements and outcome favorability on episodic conflict perceptions [γ = .10, SE = .17, p = 
.54]. Findings at Level 1 indicate that daily disagreements and daily outcome favorability 
independently predict daily episodic conflict perceptions but that there is no interaction between 
daily disagreements and daily outcome favorability.  Hence, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. 
Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
predict job satisfaction.  Whereas disagreements and outcome favorability are repeated measures 
(Level 1) variables, job satisfaction is a single measures (Level 2) variable.  Cluster means were 
used to represent disagreements and outcome favorability in a single-level regression with 
bootstrapped standard errors to test a 1 × (1 → 2) model.  I used the Mplus syntax provided by 
Stride, Gardner, Catley, and Thomas (2015, Model 1a) which mirrors the bootstrapping 
procedures presented by Hayes (2013).  Using this approach, the direct effect for outcome 
favorability [B = -.25, t(154) = -.65, p=.52] was nonsignificant.  However, the direct effect for 
disagreements [B = -1.97, t(154) = -2.54, p = .01] and the interaction between disagreements and 
outcome favorability on job satisfaction [B = .38, t(154) = 2.24, p = .03] were significant.  The 
interaction was probed by examining the direct effect of disagreement on job satisfaction at one 
standard deviation above and below the mean of outcome favorability.  At one standard 
deviation above the mean of outcome favorability, the direct effect of disagreement on job 
satisfaction was nonsignificant and positive [B = .18, t(154) = .69, p = .49].  In contrast, at one 
standard deviation below the mean of outcome favorability, the direct effect of disagreement on 
job satisfaction was significant and negative, [B = -.74, t(154) = -2.82, p = .005].  Thus, 
Hypothesis 4 was partially supported: although disagreements and outcome favorability 
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interacted to predict job satisfaction, disagreements did not positively predict job satisfaction 
when outcome favorability was high.  The interaction is plotted in Figure 4. 
Adherents of Jehn’s typology who equate disagreement and conflict may suspect that the 
direct effect of disagreement on job satisfaction is attributable to task conflict.  That is, the 
reason the interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability predicts job satisfaction 
may be because the interactive effect on job satisfaction is essentially reflecting the effect of task 
conflict on job satisfaction observed in other studies (e.g., Todorova et al., 2014).  To investigate 
the possibility that conflict perception plays a role in the interactive effect of disagreements and 
outcome favorability on job satisfaction, I reran the analysis with episodic conflict perception 
included as a covariate.  If disagreement and conflict perception are equivalent constructs or if 
episodic conflict perceptions somehow account for the interaction between disagreements and 
outcome favorability on job satisfaction, then controlling for episodic conflict perceptions should 
render the interactive effect nonsignificant.  Using the same analytic approach as above with 
episodic conflict perception as a covariate (group-mean centered), the direct effect for outcome 
favorability on job satisfaction was still nonsignificant [B = -.45, t(154) = -1.24, p = .22]; and, 
unlike in the previous analysis, the direct effect for disagreement was also nonsignificant [B = -
1.36, t(154) = -1.89, p = .06].  This change may be due to the addition of episodic conflict 
perception which had a significant, negative direct effect on job satisfaction [B = -38, t(154) = -
6.25, p < .001].  Nonetheless, the significant interaction remained [B = .40, t(154) = 2.53, p = 
.01] but the nature of that interaction was different.  When outcome favorability was high, the 
direct effect of disagreement on job satisfaction was significant and positive [B = .89, t(154) = 
3.29, p = .001].  When outcome favorability was low, the direct effect of disagreement on job 
satisfaction was nonsignificant and negative, [B = -.06, t(154) = -.24, p = .81].  Interestingly, 
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these findings are more consistent with nature of the hypothesized interaction.  The interaction is 
plotted in Figure 5. 
Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 is that global conflict perception is negatively related to job 
satisfaction.  Both variables are single measures variables.  A single level regression revealed a 
significant, positive effect of global conflict perception on job satisfaction [B = -.45, t(166) = -
15.40, p < .001].  Previously, I argued that global conflict perceptions and episodic conflict 
perceptions may be differentially predictive of outcomes because they are informed by different 
kinds of memory.  To examine whether global conflict perceptions predicts job satisfaction 
independently of episodic conflict perceptions, I ran a second analysis regressing job satisfaction 
on episodic and global conflict perceptions.  Direct effects were significant for episodic conflict 
perceptions [B = -.43, t(166) = -9.78, p < .001] and global conflict perceptions [B = -.24, t(166) = 
-6.73, p < .001] on job satisfaction.  These findings provide evidence that global conflict 
perceptions predict job satisfaction independently of episodic conflict perceptions. 
Hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 6 states that negative prescriptive EVs have a positive indirect 
effect on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions.  All three of these 
variables are Level 1, repeated measures variables.  Using group-mean-centered predictors at 
Level-1 and cluster means for predictors at Level-2, a multilevel regression was conducted to test 
the indirect effect.  I used the Mplus syntax provided by Preacher et al. (2010) to test a 1 → 1 → 
1 model (Model H).  All direct and indirect effects were significant at both Levels 1 and 2.  At 
Level 1, the direct effects of negative prescriptive EVs on episodic conflict perceptions [γ = .33, 
SE = .12, p = .005], negative prescriptive EVs on motive inconsistent emotions [γ = .65, SE = 
.06, p < .001], and motive inconsistent emotions on episodic conflict perceptions  [γ = .85, SE = 
.10, p < .001] were significant as well as the indirect effect of negative prescriptive EVs on 
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episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions [indirect effect = .55, SE = 
.07, p < .001, CI = .43, .67].  At Level 2, the direct effects of negative prescriptive EVs on 
episodic conflict perceptions [γ = .40, SE = .18, p = .03], negative prescriptive EVs on motive 
inconsistent emotions [γ = .68, SE = .10, p < .001], and motive inconsistent emotions on episodic 
conflict perceptions  [γ = .84, SE = .16, p < .001] were significant as well as the indirect effect of 
negative prescriptive EVs on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions 
[indirect effect = .57, SE = .13, p < .001, CI = .35, .78].  These results support Hypothesis 6 and 
exhibit configural similarity across levels. 
Note that the significant direct effect (observed at both Levels 1 and 2) of negative 
prescriptive EVs on episodic conflict perceptions suggests that significant variance in episodic 
conflict perceptions is explained by EVs independently of motive inconsistent emotions.  
However, given that I combined the two dimensions of negative prescriptive, readers may 
wonder how results may differ if EV magnitude and valence were operationalized as discrete 
variables.  I conducted a follow-up analysis to test the indirect effect of EV magnitude and EV 
valence (operationalized as independent predictors) on episodic conflict perceptions through 
motive inconsistent emotions.  At Level 1, EV valence [γ = .90, SE = .05, p < .001] and EV 
magnitude [γ = .19, SE = .06, p < .001] significantly predicted motive inconsistent emotions.  EV 
valence [γ = .22, SE = .10, p = .03] and motive inconsistent emotions [γ = .84, SE = .09, p < .001] 
but not EV magnitude [γ = .12, SE = .11, p < .27] independently predicted episodic conflict 
perceptions.  The indirect effect of EV valence and EV magnitude on episodic conflict 
perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions remained significant [indirect effect = .92, SE 
= .10, p < .001, CI = .75, 1.08].  At Level 2, EV valence [γ = .52, SE = .11, p < .001] and EV 
magnitude [γ = .16, SE = .08, p = .03] significantly predicted motive inconsistent emotions.  EV 
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valence [γ = .42, SE = .21, p = .04] significantly predicted episodic conflict perceptions while EV 
magnitude [γ = -.28, SE = .16, p = .09] and motive inconsistent emotions did not [γ = .10, SE = 
.19, p = .60].  The indirect effect was nonsignificant [indirect effect = .07, SE = .13, p < .61, CI = 
-.29, .15].  Together, these findings demonstrate the mutual importance of both EV dimensions 
in predicting episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions and that EV 
valence predicts episodic conflict perceptions both directly and indirectly at both Levels 1 and 2. 
Hypothesis 7. Hypothesis 7 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
indirectly predict episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions such that 
disagreements positively predict episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent 
emotions when outcome favorability is low but not when outcome favorability is high.  All four 
variables are Level 1, repeated measures variables.  To test the conditional indirect effect of a 1 × 
(1 → 1 → 1) model, I conducted a multilevel regression using group-mean-centered predictors at 
Level-1 and cluster means for predictors at Level-2.  At Level 1, all effects were significant 
including the direct effects of disagreements [γ = .40, SE = .10, p < .001] and motive inconsistent 
emotions [γ = .73, SE = .08, p < .001] on episodic conflict perceptions, outcome favorability [γ = 
-.24, SE = .04, p < .001], disagreements [γ = .41, SE = .06, p < .001], and the interaction between 
disagreements and outcome favorability [γ = .05, SE = .02, p = .02] on motive inconsistent 
emotions.  The indirect effect of disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions through motive 
inconsistent emotions was also significant at Level 1 [indirect effect = .30, SE = .05, p < 001, CI 
= .21, .39].  The interaction at Level 1 was probed by examining the indirect effect of 
disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions at one 
standard deviation above and below the mean of outcome favorability.  The indirect effect was 
significant for both simple slopes but was stronger when outcome favorability was low [indirect 
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effect = .34, SE = .06, p < .001, CI = .24, .44] compared to when outcome favorability was high 
[indirect effect = .26, SE = .06, p < .001, CI = .17, .35].  The interaction is plotted in Figure 6. 
At Level 2, all effects were significant except for the direct effect of outcome favorability 
on motive inconsistent emotions [γ = .09, SE = .15, p = .56].  All other effects were significant 
including the direct effects of disagreements [γ = 1.00, SE = .24, p < .001] and motive 
inconsistent emotions [γ = .80, SE = .13, p < .001] on episodic conflict perceptions, the direct 
effect of disagreements on motive inconsistent emotions [γ = 1.51, SE = .35, p < .001] and the 
interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability on motive inconsistent emotions [γ 
= -.18, SE = .07, p = .008].  The indirect effect of disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions 
through motive inconsistent emotions at Level 2 was also significant [indirect effect = .55, SE = 
.13, p < 001, CI = .34, .76].  The interaction was probed by examining the indirect effect of 
disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions at one 
standard deviation above and below the mean of outcome favorability.  The indirect effect of 
disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions was 
significant for both simple slopes but was stronger when outcome favorability was low [indirect 
effect = .74, SE = .18, p < 001, CI = .45, 1.03] compared to when outcome favorability was high 
[indirect effect = .36, SE = .12, p = 002, CI = .16, .54].  The interaction is plotted in Figure 7.  
All associations exhibit configural similarity across levels except for the direct effect of outcome 
favorability on motive inconsistent emotions. 
Hypothesis 8. Hypothesis 8 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
indirectly predict job satisfaction through motive consistent emotions such that disagreements 
positively predict job satisfaction through motive consistent emotions when outcome favorability 
is high but not when outcome favorability is low.  Whereas disagreements, outcome favorability, 
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and motive consistent emotions are Level 1, repeated measures variables, job satisfaction is a 
Level 2, single measures variable.  Cluster means were used to represent disagreements, outcome 
favorability, and motive consistent emotions in a single-level regression with bootstrapped 
standard errors for a 1 × (1 → 1 → 2) model.  I used the Mplus syntax provided by Stride et al. 
(2015, Model 7).  I found a significant direct effect for disagreements [B = -.37, t(154) = -2.16, p 
= .03] and motive consistent emotions [B = .58, t(154) = 7.12, p < .001] on job satisfaction, a 
significant direct effect for outcome favorability on motive consistent emotions [B = .30, t(154) 
= 2.37, p = .02], but no significant direct effect for disagreements [B = -.31, t(154) = -1.23, p = 
.22] or interaction effect of disagreement and outcome favorability [B = -.004, t(154) = -.08, p = 
.93] on motive consistent emotions.  Because neither the direct effect of disagreements on motive 
consistent emotions nor the interaction effect of disagreements and outcome favorability on 
motive consistent emotions were significant, I did not proceed to test for an indirect effect. 
The foregoing analysis relies entirely on aggregate variables to test day-level processes 
involving disagreements, outcome favorability and motive consistent emotions.  This leaves one 
to wonder if the interactive effect of disagreements and outcome favorability on motive 
consistent emotions was adequately tested.  It is possible that disagreement and outcome 
favorability interact to predict motive consistent emotions but that this interaction was not 
detected among the aggregate variables (i.e., cluster means) due to restricted variance between-
persons.  As evidence for this restricted variance, the ICC(1) for disagreements was only .16, 
indicating that only 16% of the total variability in disagreements (in the entire sample) is 
between-persons.  Although this value is generally considered large enough to necessitate 
multilevel modeling (e.g., Heck & Thomas, 2015), it may be too low for single-level regression 
using cluster means (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).  As such, between-person (Level 2) effects 
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involving disagreements may be very small and require large sample sizes to detect.  In contrast, 
the ICC(2) for disagreements was .28, indicating substantial within-person variance (or low 
reliability, LeBreton & Senter, 2008).  As such, within-person effects involving disagreements 
may be larger and more likely to be detected.  Indeed, a multilevel regression revealed that the 
direct effects of disagreements [γ  = -.25, SE = .06, p < .001] and outcome favorability [γ  = .15, 
SE = .03, p < .001] and the interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability [γ  = .10, 
SE = .03, p = .003] on motive consistent emotions were significant.  In both simple slopes 
analyses, the direct effect of disagreements on motive consistent emotions was significant and 
negative but was stronger when outcome favorability was low [γ  = -.36, SE = .08, p < .001] 
compared to when it was high [γ  = .15, SE = .06, p = .02].  The interaction is plotted in Figure 8. 
Hypothesis 9. Hypothesis 9 is that negative prescriptive EVs indirectly predict global 
conflict perception through motive inconsistent emotions (first stage) and episodic conflict 
perceptions (second stage).  Cluster means were used to operationalize negative prescriptive 
EVs, motive inconsistent emotions, and episodic conflict perceptions in a single-level regression 
with bootstrapped standard errors.  I tested a serial mediation model using the Mplus syntax 
provided by Stride et al. (2015, Model 6).  The specific (versus total)21 indirect effect of EVs on 
global conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions and episodic conflict 
perceptions was significant [unstandardized indirect effect =.16, t(157) = 7.87, p < .001, CI = 
.13, .20].  Regression coefficients and standard errors for Hypothesis 9 are presented in Table 12. 
Hypothesis 10. Hypothesis 10 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
indirectly predict global conflict perceptions through episodic conflict perceptions (first stage) 
and motive inconsistent emotions (second stage).  Cluster means were used to operationalize 
 
21 Specific indirect effects refer to the product of regression coefficients that make up a given path.  Total indirect 
effects refer to the sum of all specific indirect effects (Agler & De Boeck, 2017; Bollen, 1987).   
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disagreements, outcome favorability, and motive inconsistent emotions in a single-level 
regression with bootstrapped standard errors.  I tested a serial mediation model using the Mplus 
syntax provided by Stride et al. (2015, Model 83).  The interaction between disagreements and 
outcome favorability [γ = -.11, SE = .05, p = .04] on motive inconsistent emotions was 
significant.  The specific indirect effect of disagreements on global conflict perceptions through 
motive inconsistent emotions and episodic conflict perceptions was significant for low outcome 
favorability [unstandardized indirect effect = -.21, t(154) = -5.20, p < .001, CI = -.29, -.15], 
average outcome favorability [unstandardized indirect effect = -.18, t(154) = -5.71, p < .001, CI 
= -.23, -.13], and high outcome favorability [unstandardized indirect effect = -.14, t(154) = -4.87, 
p < .001, CI = -.19, -.10].  Regression coefficients and standard errors for Hypotheses 10 are 
presented in Table 12. 
Hypothesis 11. Hypothesis 11 is that negative prescriptive EVs indirectly predict job 
satisfaction through motive inconsistent emotions (first stage), episodic conflict perceptions 
(second stage) and global conflict perception (third stage).  Cluster means were used to 
operationalize negative prescriptive EVs, motive inconsistent emotions, and episodic conflict 
perceptions in a single-level regression with bootstrapped standard errors.  I tested a serial 
mediation model using the Mplus syntax provided by Stride et al. (2015, Model 6).  The specific 
indirect effect of EVs on job satisfaction through motive inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict 
perceptions, and global conflict perceptions was significant [unstandardized indirect effect = -
.05, t(157) = -4.20, p < .001 , CI = -.07, -.03].  Regression coefficients and standard errors for 
Hypothesis 11 are presented in Table 13. 
Hypothesis 12. Hypothesis 12 is that disagreements and outcome favorability interact to 
indirectly predict job satisfaction through episodic conflict perceptions (first stage), motive 
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inconsistent emotions (second stage), and global conflict perceptions (third stage).  Cluster 
means were used to operationalize disagreements, outcome favorability, and motive inconsistent 
emotions in a single-level regression with bootstrapped standard errors.  I tested a serial 
mediation model using the Mplus syntax provided by Stride et al. (2015, Model 83).  The 
interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability [γ = -.11, SE = .05, p = .04] on 
motive inconsistent emotions was significant.  The specific indirect effect of disagreements on 
job satisfaction through motive inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict perceptions, and global 
conflict perceptions was significant for low outcome favorability [unstandardized indirect effect 
= -.10, t(154) = -4.40, p < .001, CI = -.14, -.07], average outcome favorability [unstandardized 
indirect effect = -.08, t(154) = -4.62, p < .001, CI = -.12, -.06], and high outcome favorability 
[unstandardized indirect effect = -.07, t(154) = -4.04, p < .001, CI = -0.10, -0.04].  Regression 
coefficients and standard errors for Hypotheses 12 are presented in Table 13. 
Discussion 
Researchers have proposed that the effects of conflict depend on conflict type.  
Traditionally, task conflict was thought to educe favorable effects on performance while 
relationship conflict was thought to educe unfavorable effects on performance (Jehn, 2014).  In 
subsequent research however, task conflict has exhibited both positive and negative associations 
with performance and satisfaction (e.g., de Wit et al., 2012).  These mixed findings have inspired 
a search for moderators (e.g., Bradley et al., 2015), new conflict types (e.g., Hjertø & Kuvaas, 
2017) and revised measures of existing conflict types (e.g., Behfar et al., 2011).  The current 
project was motivated by the suspicion that inconsistent findings may be attributable to a more 
rudimentary problem: how conflict is conceptualized in the typological approach.  The 
typological approach conflates both conflict perception and issue type (e.g., task, relationship) 
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with other discrete constructs that may constitute antecedents of conflict perception.  Conflating 
of constructs makes it impossible to know the role that each construct played in a given study.  
Therefore, inconsistent findings may be due to the fact that measures of conflict types capture 
variable combinations of the conflated constructs across studies.  If so, the introduction of 
moderators, new conflict types, and new measures is akin to treating the symptom (inconsistent 
findings) rather than the illness (conflation of constructs).  Moreover, the enduring fixation on 
trying to explain the inconsistent effects of conflict maintains the focus of research on outcomes 
rather than antecedents, thereby inhibiting the development of predictive theoretical models and 
preventative conflict management interventions. 
The purpose of this paper was to investigate the essential nature of conflict perception 
and redirect attention to the antecedents of conflict perception.  Toward this end, I sought to 
distinguish among constructs frequently conflated with conflict perception and specify the 
relationships among these variables within a single model.  Using the affective events theory 
framework, I conceptualized conflict perception as an evaluative judgment educed by affective 
events (disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs).  My model describes not only how 
conflict perceptions form episodically (within-persons, Level 1) but also how stable individual 
differences in global conflict perceptions emerge (between-persons, Level 2).  Together, these 
processes describe person-level conflict perception emergence: the emergence of between-person 
differences in conflict perception through within-person processes over time.   
My hypotheses describe affective event cycles, the processes through which events educe 
evaluative judgments through emotions.  I hypothesized that negative prescriptive EVs predict 
episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions, and that disagreements 
predict episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions when outcome 
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favorability is low (but not high). I expected disagreements to predict higher levels of job 
satisfaction through motive consistent emotions when outcome favorability was high (but not 
low).  Finally, I hypothesized a set of serial mediator effects describing how global conflict 
perceptions and job satisfaction emerge through the aforementioned affective event cycles.   
To investigate these hypotheses, a pilot study to was conducted to examine the validity of 
my measures.  Then, a three-phase ESM study was used to examine perceptions of conflict with 
supervisors within a sample of employed undergraduates.  Training for daily surveys was 
completed in Phase 1.  Daily self-report measures of negative prescriptive EVs, disagreements, 
outcome favorability, emotions, and episodic conflict perceptions were reported in Phase 2.  
Global conflict perception and job satisfaction were assessed in Phase 3.  In the following 
sections, I discuss my findings, their implications, and future directions. 
Overview of Findings 
Affective Events and Episodic Conflict Perception. Using the affective events theory 
framework, I proposed that disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs mark the beginnings of 
two affective event cycles that culminate in perceptions of episodic conflict.  I expected that 
negative prescriptive EVs would be associated with episodic conflict perceptions to the extent 
that they elicited motive inconsistent emotions.  I further expected that the indirect impact of 
disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions would depend on outcome favorability, such that 
motive inconsistent emotions would be observed when outcome favorability was low compared 
to high.  I proposed that both disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs could be considered 
“affective events” insofar as they predict emotions and “conflict-triggering events” insofar as 
they predict episodic conflict perceptions. 
Expectancy violations. As anticipated, negative prescriptive EVs positively predicted 
CONFLICT PERCEPTION  92 
episodic conflict perceptions.  This finding suggests that participants who perceived either 
themselves or their supervisors as doing something they shouldn’t that had negative 
consequences for the other were more likely to perceive conflict.  For example, an employee 
who perceives her supervisor as using hostile humor may consequently perceive conflict.  
Importantly, the direct effect of EVs on episodic conflict perceptions held while controlling for 
disagreements, which correlated positively with EVs (r = .45).  Hence, the findings are consistent 
with my model’s depiction of disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs as independent 
antecedents of episodic conflict perceptions.   
The indirect effect of negative prescriptive EVs on episodic conflict perceptions through 
motive inconsistent emotions was also significant.  An interpretation of this finding is that 
participants who perceived either themselves or their supervisors as doing something they 
shouldn’t that had negative consequences for the other were more likely to report emotions like 
resentment or disappointment, which in turn aroused perceptions of conflict.  For example, an 
employee who perceives her supervisor as acting inappropriately aggressive or rude may feel 
resentment and, consequently, perceive conflict. 
Disagreements. Results also revealed support for the interactive effect of disagreements 
and outcome favorability on episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions.  
The indirect effect of disagreements on episodic conflict perceptions was stronger when outcome 
favorability was low compared to high.  Thus, significant, prolonged, or frequent disagreements 
that lead to an unfavorable outcome (e.g. an employee’s proposed idea is rejected) are likely to 
elicit emotions such as disappointment or frustration, which in turn educe conflict perceptions.  
Interestingly, although the disagreements × outcome favorability interaction predicted episodic 
conflict perceptions indirectly through motive inconsistent emotions, it did not predict episodic 
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conflict perceptions directly when tested in a preliminary analysis (that excluded motive 
inconsistent emotions).  Instead, disagreements and outcome favorability exhibited only direct 
effects: disagreements positively predicted while outcome favorability negatively predicted 
episodic conflict perceptions. 
The reason that these direct effects on episodic conflict perceptions were observed but the 
direct interactive effect of disagreements and outcome favorability on episodic conflict 
perceptions was not may be due to an artifact of the measurement methods used.  Disagreements 
may span multiple days, and thus responses on a given day to the disagreement magnitude and 
outcome favorability items may not correspond to the same disagreement.  Imagine a 
disagreement between an employee and her supervisor regarding the allocation of resources to a 
given project.  The disagreement may be engaged in on Monday while the decision to grant 
resources to the employee (i.e., a favorable outcome) may be made on Tuesday.  In this scenario, 
disagreements may independently predict or interact with outcome favorability to predict 
episodic conflict perceptions on Monday (when outcome favorability refers to the “status” of the 
disagreement) while outcome favorability may independently predict episodic conflict 
perceptions on Tuesday, when outcome favorability is high and disagreement magnitude is low. 
The reason the interaction was observed when motive inconsistent emotions were added 
to the model may be due to the causal order of these variables as depicted by my model.  In my 
model, motive inconsistent emotions is a proximal outcome and episodic conflict perceptions is a 
distal outcome of the disagreements × outcome favorability interaction.  Proximal outcomes 
generally share more context with predictors than distal outcomes, and contextual similarity 
tends to determine the strength of association between variables (Schwartz, 2011).  Thus, the 
disagreements × outcome favorability interaction may more strongly predict the proximal 
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outcome (motive inconsistent emotions) compared to the more distal outcome (episodic conflict 
perceptions) because disagreements and outcome favorability share more context with motive 
inconsistent emotions than with episodic conflict perceptions. 
Disagreements and Job Satisfaction. To examine the relationship between 
disagreements and job satisfaction, I proposed two hypotheses.  First, I hypothesized that 
disagreements positively predict job satisfaction when outcome favorability is high but not low.  
Second, I hypothesized that this interactive effect occurs indirectly through motive consistent 
emotions, such that motive consistent emotions would be observed only when outcome 
favorability is high (but not low).  As expected, the interaction between disagreements and 
outcome favorability on job satisfaction was significant.  However, the nature of this interaction 
was different than expected.  Rather than positively predict job satisfaction when outcome 
favorability was high, disagreements negatively predicted job satisfaction when outcome 
favorability was low.  This suggests that intense, frequent, or prolonged disagreements 
undermine job satisfaction when they lead to unfavorable outcomes.   
Provided that they frequently equate conflict and disagreement, adherents of Jehn’s 
typology may attribute the observed effect of disagreements on job satisfaction in this study to 
task conflict.  To rule out the possibility that conflict perception influenced the foregoing 
analysis, I reran the analysis while controlling for episodic conflict perceptions. Here, 
disagreements positively predicted job satisfaction only when disagreement outcomes were 
favorable, consistent with my original prediction.  This suggests that the effects of disagreements 
on job satisfaction may depend on both outcome favorability and episodic conflict perceptions.  
That is, when episodic conflict is perceived, then prolonged, intense, or frequent disagreements 
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between employees and their supervisors that lead to unfavorable outcomes (on average)22 
undermine job satisfaction.  However, when no episodic conflict is perceived, prolonged, 
intense, or frequent disagreements between employees and their supervisors that lead to 
favorable outcomes (on average) enhance job satisfaction.  An example of a disagreement that 
may lead to a favorable outcome but not episodic conflict perception is a respectful dispute in 
which either person is legitimately persuaded to arrive at total agreement. 
More broadly, these findings suggest that disagreements generally have detrimental 
effects on job satisfaction because disagreements often trigger conflict perceptions.  Controlling 
for episodic conflict perceptions may remove their mediating role in the negative relationship 
between disagreements and job satisfaction thereby allowing for the detection of a positive 
effect.  Probably, very few disagreements account for the positive effect of disagreements on job 
satisfaction, and consequently, the effect is only detectable in relatively constrained models (i.e., 
models with one or more covariates).  Consistent with this logic, subsequent analyses revealed 
that disagreements exhibit a positive direct effect on job satisfaction while controlling for motive 
inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict perceptions, and global conflict perceptions (see Table 
13).  Together, these findings indicate that a small amount of variance in disagreements 
positively predicts job satisfaction while the majority of variance in disagreements negatively 
predicts job satisfaction and this variance is shared with motive inconsistent emotions, episodic 
conflict perceptions, global conflict perceptions, and outcome favorability. 
Results failed to support the hypothesis that disagreements and outcome favorability 
interact to predict job satisfaction through motive consistent emotions.  Although motive 
 
22 Note that analyses in which job satisfaction served as the outcome were single level analyses that used cluster 
means to operationalize disagreements, outcome favorability, and motive consistent emotions.  Hence, cluster means 
represent daily disagreements, daily outcome favorability, and daily motive consistent emotions on average. 
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consistent emotions positively predicted job satisfaction, neither the direct effect of 
disagreements nor the interaction effect of disagreements and outcome favorability on motive 
consistent emotions were significant.23  As previous noted however, data on disagreements 
lacked between-person variability as indicated by the ICC(1) value of .16.  As such, it is 
conceivable that the conditional indirect effect of disagreements and outcome favorability on job 
satisfaction through motive consistent emotions would be fully detected in a sample with more 
between-person variance in disagreements. 
As an alternative explanation, it is plausible that the motive consistent emotions I 
measured are simply not the emotions that mediate the positive effect of disagreements on job 
satisfaction.  Recently, Todorova et al. (2014) examined the effect of mild task conflict 
expression (operationalized as debate and disagreement within teams) on four energetic states 
(interested, attentive, active, energetic).  They found that mild task conflict expression predicted 
these energetic states through information acquisition.  If information acquisition plays a role in 
the positive effect of disagreements on job satisfaction, perhaps this effect is mediated by 
energetic states rather than the motive consistent emotions included in this study (e.g., other 
praising emotions).  If so, disagreements may enhance job satisfaction, not because they have 
any favorable effects on other-praising emotions, but because they serve as a stimulus for 
challenge and engagement which are well-researched predictors of job satisfaction (Podsakoff et 
al., 2007; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). 
Global Conflict Perception Emergence. Global conflict perception emergence was 
 
23 Readers may wonder if these results would be affected by controlling for episodic conflict perceptions given that 
this covariate influenced the interaction of disagreements and outcome favorability on job satisfaction.  Although 
not reported, controlling for episodic conflict perceptions made no significant difference in the findings for the 
interaction between disagreements and outcome favorability on motive consistent emotions (at Levels 1 or 2) or the 
indirect effect of the disagreements × outcome favorability interaction on job satisfaction through motive consistent 
emotions.  This held true whether I controlled for episodic conflict perception in motive consistent emotions, job 
satisfaction, or both. 
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investigated using a set of serial mediator hypotheses (see Table 11).  I proposed that the 
affective event cycles of episodic conflict perception (in aggregate) collectively predict global 
conflict perception and job satisfaction.  Underlying these hypotheses is the assumption that 
episodic conflict perceptions form within daily affective event cycles.  However, when 
aggregated for testing emergence using single-level analyses, episodic conflict perceptions may 
be conceptualized as clusters of episodic memories that inform global perceptions of conflict at a 
later timepoint.  In my model, global conflict perceptions emerge through daily event cycles 
initiated by negative prescriptive EVs or disagreements, such that negative prescriptive EVs 
predict (in aggregate) predict global conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions 
and episodic conflict perceptions; and, disagreements interact with outcome favorability (in 
aggregate) to predict global conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions and 
episodic conflict perceptions. 
As expected, negative prescriptive EVs predicted global conflict perceptions through 
motive inconsistent emotions and episodic conflict perceptions.  Disagreements interacted with 
outcome favorability to predict global conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions 
and episodic conflict perceptions.  These findings provide initial support that the two event 
cycles described by my model constitute different underlying “structures” through which 
between-person differences in global conflict perceptions emerge (cf., Morgeson & Hofmann, 
1999).  In other words, the more frequently and intensely disagreements or EVs trigger episodic 
conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions, the more strongly employees perceive 
conflict globally with their supervisors.   
I also found support for the hypotheses that job satisfaction emerges through these 
processes when global conflict perception is reconceptualized as a third-stage mediator.  
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Findings revealed that negative prescriptive EVs predicted job satisfaction through motive 
inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict perceptions, and global conflict perceptions; and, 
disagreements interacted with outcome favorability to predict job satisfaction through motive 
inconsistent emotions, episodic conflict perceptions, and global conflict perceptions.  In other 
words, the more frequently and intensely affective event cycles educe global conflict 
perceptions, the lower employees’ job satisfaction.  Thus, isolated, daily events may have 
downstream effects on global evaluations of conflict and job satisfaction.  Note, however, that 
although these findings provide evidence for association, which is a criterion for causality, 
further research is needed to directly examine causality among the variables responsible for these 
serial indirect effects (Agler & De Boeck, 2017). 
Is Emotion Perception a Precondition for Conflict Perception? Several 
unhypothesized, direct effects were revealed when testing the indirect effects of events on 
episodic conflict perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions.  Disagreements positively 
predicted while outcome favorability negatively predicted episodic conflict perceptions (when 
controlling for motive inconsistent emotions); and EVs positively predicted episodic conflict 
perceptions (when controlling for motive inconsistent emotions).  These direct effects raise the 
question of whether conflict perceptions can form in the absence of emotion.  This question is 
theoretically important because it speaks to the idea that people strictly use “feelings as 
information” (Schwartz, 1990) when constructing conflict perceptions and that the events that 
trigger conflict necessarily trigger emotion (Bodtker & Jameson, 2001; Jones & Bodtker, 2001; 
Jones, 2000).  There are at least four possible reasons why EVs, disagreements, and outcome 
favorability predicted episodic conflict perceptions independently of motive inconsistent 
emotions.   
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First, the idea that the experience of emotion is necessary for the formation of conflict 
perceptions may be wrong.  For example, employees may deliberately harm others (an EV) 
without reacting emotionally yet still perceive conflict.  In this scenario, conflict perceptions may 
form, not through a first-hand experience of emotion, but through the emotions a perpetrator 
imagines the victim is experiencing.  Hence, conflict perceptions may sometimes form through 
perspective-taking such that people infer conflict based on their beliefs about how an interaction 
partner is reacting to an event.  Second, conflict perceptions may form independently of both 
personal experience and perspective-taking.  For example, a task-related disagreement may be 
unemotional but nonetheless trigger conflict perception because it prevents employees from 
moving forward on a task (cf., Deutsch, 1969; Ruben, 1978).  Third, it may be that the motive 
inconsistent emotions included in this study are incomplete.  Perhaps there are motive 
inconsistent emotions excluded from the present study (e.g., anger, disgust, shame, annoyance) 
that would have fully mediated the relationship between events (negative prescriptive EVs, 
disagreements) and episodic conflict perceptions if included in my measure of motive 
inconsistent emotions.   
Finally, employees may repress or refuse to acknowledge motive inconsistent emotions 
that incriminate their supervisor for a specific event.  That is, employees who have a strong 
motive to perceive their supervisors idealistically may be inclined to interpret otherwise 
inconsiderate or inappropriate actions by their supervisor as acceptable (“perceived superiority;” 
Gordon, 2009).  This may be particularly common among authoritarian personalities or 
employees who have favorable relationships with their supervisors.  If so, employees may feel 
the affective quality of motive inconsistent emotions but be unwilling to label that emotion as 
resentment, for example, because doing so would threaten an idealization they wish to uphold.  
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In contrast, acknowledging that conflict exists may be less threatening to the extent that people 
believe conflict is a normal part of working relationships and not necessarily anyone’s fault (see 
“issue framing,” Thomas, 1992, p. 660).   
Another cause of emotion repression may occur when an employee perceives an outcome 
as unfavorable but fair.  For example, a decision to give a newly available corner office to an 
employee based on a randomized lottery may be perceived as fair but still trigger perceived 
conflict due to the conflict of interests (i.e., a pure “goal conflict,” Thomas, 1992).  This may be 
especially likely to the extent that an employee can think of alternate procedures that would have 
yielded a favorable outcome for herself (e.g., selection based on need, seniority, or performance).  
In this example, employees may be willing to acknowledge that they perceive conflict but be 
unwilling to admit that they feel emotions that ascribe blame or invoke envy (e.g., resentment, 
frustration, disappointment or tension).  This tendency might be motivated by identity-related 
concerns for being (and self-presenting as) cooperative and agreeable.  As such, future research 
may examine the moderating effect of agreeableness, prosocial motivation, interdependence, or 
group identification on the repression of envy-related emotions.   
Implications for Inconsistent Findings in Conflict Research 
The starting point for this paper was the suspicion that inconsistent findings in conflict 
research may be attributable to the fact that popular conceptualizations of conflict conflate 
conflict perception with other discrete constructs.  In particular, task conflict has exhibited 
positive and negative effects on performance and satisfaction (de Wit et al., 2012) and measures 
of task conflict conflate task-related disagreement and conflict perception.  Findings from the 
present study indicate that disagreements and conflict perceptions are independent constructs that 
exert independent effects on job satisfaction.  Therefore, measures of task conflict that contain 
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references to both disagreement and conflict, or ambiguous mixtures of the two (e.g., “conflict of 
ideas,” Jehn, 1995), conflate two distinguishable constructs that appear to exert different, 
independent effects on job satisfaction.  Notwithstanding, episodic conflict perceptions and 
disagreements tended to exhibit primarily unfavorable effects on job satisfaction.  Therefore, it 
makes sense that measures of task conflict can conflate disagreements and conflict perception yet 
still be highly predictive of unfavorable outcomes (see De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).   
However, the finding that disagreements positively predict job satisfaction when outcome 
favorability is high and episodic conflict perceptions are included as a covariate indicates that 
disagreement may have salutary effects when conflict perceptions are low or nonexistent.  If so, 
the conflation of disagreements and conflict perception in measures of task conflict may make 
these measures highly susceptible to sample bias.  In samples where there are no conflict 
perceptions, measures of task conflict may serve as relatively uncontaminated indicators of task-
related disagreement (because there are no conflict perceptions to report).  To illustrate, in 
samples where conflict perceptions are high, those same measures may capture a mixture of task-
related disagreement and conflict perceptions.  Perhaps, task conflict positively predicts job 
satisfaction in the former case (when conflict perceptions are low) and negatively predicts job 
satisfaction in the latter (when conflict perceptions are high).  This explanation might account for 
the idea that moderate task conflict is positively while intense task conflict is negatively 
associated with satisfaction and performance (Peterson & Behfar, 2003).  Perhaps measures of 
task conflict that include references to both disagreement and conflict educe intense ratings when 
both disagreement magnitude and conflict perceptions are high but moderate ratings when 
disagreement magnitude is high and conflict perception is low. 
I also noted that inconsistent findings in conflict research may be attributable to the lack 
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of a consistently specified target temporality (i.e., timeframe) for conflict perceptions across 
studies.  Target temporality refers to the timeframe over which an evaluation of a target is made.  
Whereas evaluations made of a short (recent) timeframe are informed primarily by episodic 
memories, evaluations made of a longer timeframe rely more on semantic memories (Schwartz, 
2011).  In conflict perception research, the timeframe is typically long in duration (e.g., six 
months; Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009) or unspecified (e.g., Behfar et al., 2011; Solansky et al., 2014).  
If target temporality varies across studies, the nature of the conflict perception measured in each 
study may differ.  Given the evidence from this study that conflict perceptions differing in target 
temporality are empirically distinct, inconsistent findings may be attributable to inconsistent 
specifications of target temporality across studies.   
Future research might explore the relative strength of episodic versus global conflict 
perceptions in predicting employee outcomes such as job attitudes, performance, and decision-
making.  The strength of association between an evaluation and behavior depends on the extent 
to which the evaluation and behavior share contextual influences (Schwartz, 2007).  As such, 
behaviors such as organizational citizenship behavior and counterproductive work behavior may 
be better predicted by episodic conflict perceptions compared to global conflict perceptions.  
Performance is theoretically determined by the aggregation of discrete performance episodes and 
therefore may be better predicted by episodic reports compared to global reports (Beal et al., 
2005).  Global (compared to episodic) conflict perceptions may better predict decisions (e.g., to 
leave an organization, promote a subordinate, or grant resources) because people draw on the 
same information source (i.e., semantic memory) to make decisions as they do to construct 
global perceptions (Schwartz, 2011).   
Limitations and Future Directions 
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Future research is needed to extend the current findings to the study of intragroup 
conflict.  Many of the studies cited in the previous section on inconsistent findings were 
conducted using group member perceptions of intragroup conflict.  That is, these studies 
examined perceived conflict among group members (i.e., intragroup conflict perception) rather 
than perceived conflict in a dyadic (e.g., supervisory) relationship which was the focus in the 
present study.  Intragroup conflict perceptions and the conflict perceptions studied in this paper 
differ in two fundamental ways: their target of evaluation and level of operationalization.  
Whereas the target of evaluation is the group for intragroup conflict perceptions, the target of 
evaluation is the dyad for the conflict perceptions studied in this paper.  Operationally, 
intragroup conflict perceptions are typically represented at the group level as the aggregate of 
one-time, group member reports while the conflict perceptions studied in this paper were 
represented at the person-level as an aggregate of a dyad member’s daily reports.  In other words, 
the target of evaluation and the level of aggregation are the same for intragroup conflict 
perceptions but different for the conflict perceptions studied in this paper.   
Intragroup conflict perceptions probably emerge through a wider range of event cycles 
than the two described by my model (Korsgaard et al., 2014).  One reason for this is because 
group-level perceptions can emerge through actor and observer perspectives (Chan, 1998).  
Actor perceptions of conflict may emerge through a group member’s personal involvement in 
dyadic interactions (e.g., a disagreement) while observer perceptions may emerge through 
observed social encounters among other group members (Korsgaard et al., 2014).  Hence, the 
nature of intragroup conflict perception emergence is likely to be more complex and multifarious 
than the person-level conflict perception emergence studied here.  Therefore, additional “micro” 
research on the event cycles through which conflict perceptions emerge through actor and 
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observer perspectives at the person-level may be helpful in identifying and explicating the social 
processes through which intragroup conflict perceptions emerge (Curran & Bauer, 2011; 
Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). 
Some multilevel researchers may view the use of cluster means in this study as a 
limitation.  Although the use of use cluster means is accepted practice in longitudinal research 
(Nezlek, 2001), organizational researchers are often skeptical of cluster means because means 
are “equifinal” (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000): different patterns of values underlying each cluster 
mean may correspond to important conceptual differences that are neglected when using an 
aggregate mean approach (i.e., “an additive model,” Chan, 1998; Korsgaard et al., 2014).24  
Future research may account for this limitation by including in statistical models indicators of 
within-cluster consistency (i.e., “strength,” “symmetry,” ICC(2), Jehn et al., 2010; LeBreton & 
Senter, 2008; Schneider et al., 2013).  This way, a high cluster mean that is also high in within-
cluster consistency can be differentiated (e.g., as “strong”) relative to a high cluster mean that is 
low in within-cluster consistency.   
Future research could also consider alternative methods of aggregation.  For example, a 
selected score model uses a single within-cluster observation to represent Level 1 variables at 
Level 2 (Chen et al., 2004).  Given that unpleasant events tend to be more salient in memory than 
neutral or pleasant events (Baumeister et al., 2001), global conflict perceptions may be better 
predicted by the single, most unpleasant event over a given timeframe compared to a cluster 
average of all events over that timeframe.  However, adopting a single maximum value and 
 
24 Some scholars may argue that the use of multilevel latent growth curve modeling would obviate the need to use 
cluster means.  However, this approach is only appropriate when hypotheses involve testable assumptions about 
change over time.  If instead, hypotheses are based on assumptions about the additive impact of predictors over time 
on a distal outcome, the use of an “additive model” such as the one used in this study is more appropriate (Chan, 
1998). 
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discarding all other observations would conceal potentially important differences in the 
variability among participants’ daily reports.  For example, a participant with only one extreme 
report of episodic conflict perception would be represented as identical to a participant who had 
ten extreme reports of episodic conflict perceptions.  In contrast, a summary index model such as 
the one used in this study would account for such differences (Chen et al., 2004).  In the previous 
example, a summary index model would represent the participant with only one extreme report 
as having a lower score than the participant who had ten extreme reports.  Ultimately, the utility 
of each approach depends on the theoretical question of interest (Chan, 1998).  A single score 
model using the maximum value among participants’ daily reports may better predict individual 
differences in evaluative judgments while a summary index model may be a truer representation 
of actual experience and actual episodic memories.  As such, it may be preferable when 
researchers are interested in the effect of concurrent perceptions on retrospective reports 
(Schwartz, 2011). 
Critics may also note that I did not measure issue types, and thus, it is difficult to know 
which issues types are or are not represented in my findings.  In the pilot study, my 
disagreements measure was highly correlated with process conflict (i.e., disagreements about 
resources and responsibilities).  Thus, it may be that most disagreements undergraduate 
employees have with their supervisors are process conflicts.  If so, the finding that disagreements 
high in outcome favorability positively predict job satisfaction diverges from many studies that 
have reported a strong, negative association between process conflict and satisfaction (de Wit et 
al., 2012).  In any case, a valid measure of issue types is needed to properly examine its role in 
disagreement-triggered conflict perception. 
Another limitation pertains to the measurement schedule used during the ESM Phase of 
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the study.  Timepoints were not consistently spaced across participants in the ESM Phase    
because of the variable measurement schedule used.  For participants with five-day workweeks, 
the ESM Phase of the study could be completed in 12 days.  For participants with fewer days per 
workweek, the ESM Phase could take longer.  As a result, the global conflict perception measure 
which specified a target timeframe of one month could technically refer to time that occurred 
before the ESM Phase for some participants but not for others.  The degree to which episodic and 
global conflict perceptions correlated could be influenced by this difference between 
participants.  Episodic and global conflict perceptions may be more strongly related among 
participants who completed the ESM Phase over the course of one month compared to 
participants who took more or less than one month to complete the ESM Phase.  To the extent 
that this potential source of variance affected the correlation between episodic and global conflict 
perceptions, this may be considered a limitation of the present study.  It is possible, however, that 
monthly global conflict perceptions are relatively stable and vary little over the course of a few 
weeks.  Further research could explore these issues further. 
Provided the finding that outcome favorability serves as a boundary condition for the 
positive relationship between disagreements and job satisfaction, future research is called to 
identify determinants of disagreement outcome favorability.  Potential candidates for future 
research include agreeableness, equity perceptions, dependence, trust, and perceived expertise.  
Because agreeable people tend to adopt a cooperative mindset in social settings, agreeableness 
may influence outcome favorability by increasing disagreement outcome acceptance.  As such, 
employees low in agreeableness may appraise a negative outcome as more unfavorable than 
employees high in agreeableness.  Employees’ equity perceptions between their contributions to 
an employer and the benefits they receive from the employer may also influence outcome 
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favorability through outcome acceptance.  Employees with high equity perceptions may be more 
willing to accept a negative outcome compared to employees with low equity perceptions.  Put 
differently, employees who perceive inequity may be appraise a negative outcome more 
unfavorably than an employ who does not perceive inequity.  Of course, negative outcomes may 
also cause perceptions of inequity. Thus, future researchers should consider a potential reciprocal 
relationship between equity perceptions and outcome favorability. 
Another potential predictor of outcome favorability is dependence.  Dependence is the 
extent to which a person's outcomes are controlled by another party (Rusbult & Van Lang, 
2008).  To illustrate, a subordinate may be more or less dependent on a job or supervisor 
financially, emotionally (e.g., if the supervisor provides emotional support or is a source of 
validation), socially (e.g., if the supervisor is a common social connection among coworkers), in 
terms of expertise (e.g., if the supervisor provides help conducting a statistical analysis or 
navigating a computer program), or for career advancement (e.g., if the supervisor provides a 
letter of recommendation or grants a promotion).  Subordinates who are dependent on their 
supervisors are inclined to cooperate with them (Gordon, 2009).  Consequently, highly 
dependent subordinates may be motivated to perceive their supervisors as benevolent.  
Perceiving their supervisors as malevolent or even inconsiderate may evoke cognitive dissonance 
between the employee’s cooperation and the perception of their supervisor as malevolent or 
inconsiderate.  To minimize dissonance, highly dependent subordinates may appraise negative 
outcomes more favorably than subordinates who are not highly dependent on their supervisors.   
Finally, trust and perceived expertise may affect outcome favorability in supervisor 
relationships, depending on the kind of disagreement.  Trust may influence the outcome 
favorability of a disagreement stemming from purely incompatible goals (i.e., a conflict of 
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interests) such as a disagreement in which parties want different things but neither party 
perceives the other as being wrong or incorrect (e.g., a disagreement about when to schedule a 
meeting).  Trust may reduce disputants’ inclination to interpret a negative outcome as 
inconsiderate or disrespectful (i.e., unfavorable).  In contrast, perceived expertise may influence 
outcome favorability of a disagreement in which parties perceive each other as factually 
incorrect.  Employees who perceive their supervisors as high in expertise may be more willing to 
accept and implement a decision with which they disagree under the assumption that the 
supervisor is capable of making an informed decision. 
Further research is also needed to determine how to best measure negative prescriptive 
EVs.  Conceptually, negative prescriptive EVs is a multidimensional construct consisting of EV 
valence and EV magnitude.  However, confirmatory factor analyses found that specifying 
negative prescriptive EVs as a second-order-multidimensional or single-factor construct made no 
significant difference in model fit.  Notwithstanding, other analyses revealed that, when modeled 
separately, EV valence and EV magnitude independently predicted motive inconsistent emotions 
and episodic conflict perceptions.  Regardless of whether future research supports the use of a 
multidimensional conceptualization of negative prescriptive EVs, it is important to remember 
that both EV valence and EV magnitude are theoretically important for the association between 
negative prescriptive EVs and conflict perception.  Employees may evaluate an event as 
negatively valenced but if it does not appreciably violate a prescriptive belief (i.e., EV 
magnitude, e.g., a friend is fired for legitimate reasons), the effect of the event on conflict 
perceptions may not be significant.  Alternatively, if employees evaluate an event as positively 
valenced and appreciably in violation of a prescriptive belief (e.g., an inebriated supervisor is 
amusingly irreverent or flirtatious at a company Christmas party), the effect of the event on 
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conflict perceptions may not be significant. 
Negative prescriptive EVs are undoubtedly a highly general construct which could be 
further refined.  I pooled together self-triggered and supervisor-triggered EVs, and it is likely that 
these different forms of EVs have different effects on affective and behavioral outcomes.  For 
example, self-triggered EVs may be more likely to evoke self-conscious emotions like guilt and 
shame which, in turn, educe behavioral outcomes like organizational citizenship behaviors (e.g., 
staying late, volunteering to complete tasks).  In contrast, supervisor-triggered EVs may be more 
likely to evoke social, other-referential emotions like resentment which may be more likely to 
educe counterproductive work behaviors (e.g., leaving work early, withholding effort).   
A typology of EVs may be useful in order to distinguish between different kinds of EVs.  
Afifi and Metts (1998) provide an initial typology of both positive and negative EVs in close, 
nonwork relationships.  However, some of their types are highly general (e.g., “transgressions”) 
and EVs in workplace relationships may differ from those common to personal relationships.  
Instructive classification efforts that identify subtypes of similar constructs have been made by 
researchers of workplace bullying (e.g., Ayoko et al., 2003), emotional abuse and harassment 
(e.g., Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003), workplace incivility (Pearson, Andersson, & 
Porath, 2000; Tarraf, 2012), and counterproductive work behavior (e.g., Spector et al., 2006).  
Moreover, incorporating theory and research from related areas may inform a theory of 
workplace EVs.  For example, theory and research on incivility (Pearson et al., 2000), 
psychological contract violations (Morrison & Robinson, 1997), cultural norm violations (Ting-
Toomey, 1985), and interpersonal justice (Colquitt, 2001) may expand the scope of conflict-
triggering events considered by conflict scholars which has generally been limited to rude and 
hostile behavior (Spector & Jex, 1998) or disagreement (Jehn, 1995).   
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A typology of disagreement characteristics including issue types may also be useful in 
distinguishing between different kinds of conflict-triggering events.  As stated previously, 
greater precision in issue types is needed.  A starting point for the refinement of the issue type 
construct is provided by research on serial argumentation topics in which many specific issue 
types have been identified (e.g., sports, politics, Cionea & Hample, 2015).  While these 
particular topics may not be of central interest to organizational researchers, they do provide an 
example of how issue types may be conceptualized more specifically than they have been by 
conflict researchers.  To illustrate, it may be possible to specify task issues that account for 
disagreements about how quickly to complete tasks, the value of in person meetings, preference 
for technology, how much information is sufficient to complete a task, and the importance of 
clarity or feedback.  More general types of task-related disagreements are also possible.  Thomas 
(1992) distinguished between “goal conflicts” which are conflicts of interest, “judgment 
conflicts” which involve factual or empirical disagreements, and “normative conflicts” which 
involve beliefs about how people should behave (i.e., prescriptive expectancies).  These conflict 
types may be used to delineate issue types that distinguish between different kinds of task- and 
non-task-related disagreements.  For example, an interaction in which employees disagree purely 
because of how the outcome affects their personal interests (e.g., a pure “goal conflict”) may 
exert different effects compared to an interaction in which employees disagree because they 
believe the other person is actually wrong (i.e., a judgment or normative conflict).  A 
disagreement in which one’s personal interests are compromised may evoke feelings of 
resentment or envy which generally affect social interactions among employees while a 
judgment conflict may evoke intellectual stimulation or disengagement during meetings.  Of 
course, researchers interested in using Thomas’ conflict types to distinguish between 
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disagreement types should move away from Thomas’ original labels which conflate 
disagreement and conflict. 
Independent of issue types, there are many other disagreement characteristics that may 
explain employee reactions to disagreement.  For example, this study demonstrates that outcome 
favorability is an important disagreement characteristic independent of disagreement magnitude.  
Future research may also examine the role of process favorability (i.e., the pleasantness of the 
disagreement independent of outcome favorability) in disagreement effects.  For example, the 
process (i.e., discussion) of a disagreement may be favorable when disputants express sincere 
concern for each other’s interests (Tjosvold et al., 2014).  Such disagreements may be high in 
process favorability but simultaneously low in outcome favorability if the outcome negatively 
affects one’s interests.  For example, imagine a respectful disagreement between employees in 
which a subordinate is ultimately denied a request such as a request for time-off or a promotion.  
Disagreements may also be high in process favorability when they are playful (e.g., a colleague 
plays devil’s advocate for the sake of intellectual banter, cf., Schiffrin, 1984) or supportive (e.g., 
a supervisor disagrees with a subordinate’s disparaging self-views, Bevan et al., 2007).  Further, 
disagreements may also vary in terms of their publicness (the extent to which the disagreement is 
observed by other employees), interactiveness (whether it is socially expressed vs. privately 
held), their mode of communication (face to face vs. email, Barry & Fulmer, 2004), their impact 
on uncertainty (Afifi & Metts, 1998), decision importance, the perceived expertise or 
competence of disputants, or whether they are coalition-based versus dyadic versus one person 
disagreeing with many others (cf., Korsgaard et al., 2014). 
Finally, scholars have warned against measuring conflict without specifying issue types 
because the word “conflict” may invoke semantic meanings that are inconsistent with academic 
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conceptualizations (Hjertø & Kuvaas, 2009; Tjosvold et al., 2014).  Moreover, Nelson (2001) 
noted that significant confusion has occurred in conflict research due to the fact that “conflict” is 
a polysemous word.  In my measure of conflict perception, it is not possible to know by looking 
at responses alone which conceptualizations of conflict respondents used to form their responses.  
For example, if disagreement and EVs are associated with different meanings of the word 
“conflict,” it is impossible to determine this by looking at participants’ episodic or global conflict 
perception ratings because these measures are unidimensional.  However, the study of person-
level emergence may be used to account for conflict’s polysemy by specifying the underlying 
context in which conflict perceptions are formed.  Findings from this study may be taken as 
preliminary evidence that people sometimes use the word “conflict” to describe certain kinds of 
disagreement and other times use the word “conflict” to refer to tension triggered by an EV (see 
Behfar et al., 2011, Study 1).  Thus, the study of person-level emergence may be used to explore 
the polysemy of “conflict” by identifying associations between context and global evaluations.  
Future research may examine this proposition further by investigating the empirical 
distinguishability and independent predictiveness of disagreement-triggered conflict perceptions 
and EV-triggered conflict perceptions using a simultaneous estimation method like structural 
equation modeling. 
Practical Implications 
Practically, the implications of this study are that employers ought to actively monitor 
and manage employee reactions to daily disagreements and negative prescriptive EVs when 
possible.  Research has indicated that managers’ individualized support and direct 
communication with employees enhances their job satisfaction (Emery & Barker, 2007).  This 
study suggests that focusing support and communication on employee perceptions of daily 
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disagreements, EVs, emotions, and conflict perceptions may improve the efficacy of supportive 
leadership behaviors in managing employee job satisfaction.  Towards this end, managers could 
actively assess and manage employee perceptions of daily disagreements, EVs, emotions, and 
conflict perceptions.  One way to conduct this assessment is by including questions about these 
perceptions in job attitude surveys.  If employers can identify specific kinds of disagreements or 
EVs that elicit conflict perception among employees, interventions (e.g., supervisor training) 
may be designed to prevent such conflict-triggering events from occurring in the future.  For 
example, if employee survey data indicates that supervisor disagreements about employee role 
responsibilities undermine job satisfaction through conflict perceptions, a preventative 
intervention might involve efforts to better communicate role expectations during the recruitment 
and hiring process or, if possible, modifications to job design (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 
Managers may also assess employee perceptions of daily disagreements, EVs, emotions, 
and conflict perceptions by directly inquiring about these perceptions.  This process of direct 
inquiry may append nicely to Tjosvold et al.’s (2014) “open-minded discussion” approach to 
conflict management.  According to Tjosvold et al., open-mindedness involves actively seeking 
evidence against one’s own beliefs through a commitment to another party’s interests.  Once an 
issue is identified and communicated, participants in an open-minded discussion work 
collaboratively to understand each other’s perspectives.  Then, parties engage in a problem-
solving discussion to identify a mutually acceptable solution or a mutual understanding.   
Managers can inspire subordinates to adopt open-mindedness by demonstrating an 
interest in their own and the subordinate’s interests (Tjosvold et al., 2014).  However, managers 
may be reluctant to directly inquire about the daily grievances examined in this paper.  Managers 
may feel that direct inquiry is unnecessary unless conflict is blatant.  They may believe that 
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talking about personal issues is too cumbersome or that being too sensitive to employee 
grievances may embolden subordinates to complain and feel entitled to recourse in future 
situations where it is not warranted.  More research is needed to identify or rule out the risks of 
directly inquiring about employees’ conflict perceptions.  However, it is worth reiterating that 
Tjosvold et al.’s (2014) open-minded discussion technique does not require managers to give up 
their authority or compromise their own interests.  In fact, parties are encouraged to not only 
maintain a strong commitment to their own interests but to actively challenge each other’s 
perspectives.  This is considered necessary to arrive at a mutually acceptable solution or 
understanding.  Thus, instead of compromising one’s own interests, managers should strive to 
assert their own as well as demonstrate their concern for subordinates’ interests, simultaneously. 
Despite the usefulness of open-minded discussions, there may be cases in which 
subordinates cannot be accommodated.  For example, imagine that an employee evaluates the 
outcome of a disagreement as unfavorable and there is no apparent solution that both parties find 
mutually acceptable.  When the trigger of conflict perception is the unfavorable outcome of 
disagreement, managers may invoke the Vroom-Yetton model to justify a decision which has an 
unfavorable outcome for employees (Vroom & Yetton, 1973).  The Vroom-Yetton model 
describes a series of criteria for determining whether decision authority should be granted to 
subordinates.  The underlying logic of this model is that allowing subordinates to participate in 
decision-making enhances their commitment and satisfaction with the decision.  Therefore, 
employee participation is preferable unless specific constraints render it unjustified.  For 
example, granting decision authority to subordinates is recommended when decision importance 
is low, subordinate expertise is high, and/or subordinate commitment to decision is critical to 
successful implementation.  In contrast, subordinates should be excluded from decision-making 
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when decision importance is high and subordinate expertise is low.  Evaluating decision criteria 
involves a cost/benefits analysis of allowing subordinates to participate in decision-making 
which may help managers weigh to costs of making a decision with which subordinates disagree.  
As indicated by this study, the costs associated with excluding participants from a decision with 
which they disagree is lowered job satisfaction.  Given that job satisfaction is highly correlated 
with organizational commitment (Schneider et al., 2013), managers should not only consider the 
importance of subordinates’ commitment to a decision (with which they agree) but also the 
potential effects of a decision (with which they disagree) on employees’ organizational 
commitment.  Given that job satisfaction is also associated with task and contextual performance 
(Edwards, Bell, Arthur, & Decuir, 2008), potential threats to employee job satisfaction (e.g., 
EVs, unfavorable disagreement outcomes) may have observable effects that directly impact 
organizational effectiveness. 
Broader Theoretical and Methodological Contributions 
Emergence research has previously been restricted to the study of how group- and 
organization-level phenomena emerge and has primary employed cross-sectional designs that 
neglect within-person processes over time (Kozlowski et al., 2013).  Interestingly, theoretical 
descriptions of how group-level phenomena emerge emphasize the role of within-person 
processes (e.g., Korgsgaard et al., 2014; Kozlowski et al., 2013; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999).  
To illustrate, consider a scenario in which a researcher wants to examine the effect of team 
member conscientiousness (Level 1) on team climate (Level 2).  Individual differences in 
conscientiousness may cause team members to frequently discuss deadlines, task responsibilities, 
and work through disagreements.  The first-hand experience and second-hand observation of 
these interactions collectively influence team member perceptions such that team members come 
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to possess similar expectations, values and work styles that inform their perceptions of team 
climate.  Through these processes, a group level property emerges as team members’ perceptions 
gradually converge over time to produce a homogenous sense of climate that can be measured 
using self-report indices.  It is typical practice in this kind of research to operationalize team 
climate by aggregating group members’ self-reported climate perceptions and then using an 
index of agreement (e.g., rwg, Bliese, 2000) to demonstrate that group members’ perceptions 
have sufficiently converged to justify aggregation. 
Note that the essence of the emergent process in this example is how group member 
perceptions converge over time.  This requires studying how individual perceptions form through 
within-person processes (e.g., social interactions) over time.  As such, the study of how 
individual perceptions of group phenomena emerge is fundamental to the study of group-level 
emergence when the group-level property originates in the perceptions of group members (e.g., 
team climate or intragroup conflict).  Thus, the study of person-level emergence may facilitate 
the study of group-level emergence by helping researchers identify the event cycles that 
determine how groups develop or fail to develop a homogenous sense of group-referential 
evaluations (e.g., of climate or conflict). 
As indicated by the results of this study, individuals’ (global) evaluations may form over 
time through daily experiences (i.e., event cycles) or through memory related processes (i.e., the 
effect of episodic memories on retrospective reports).  Global evaluations may also emerge 
through growth curves in which daily reports influence subsequent reports over time (Curran & 
Bauer, 2011).  However, even more complex processes of person-level emergence are 
conceivable.  For example, affective events could trigger employee behaviors that evoke 
responses from supervisors.  Imagine a scenario in which a supervisor unknowingly triggers an 
CONFLICT PERCEPTION  117 
EV for an employee.  As a result, the employee perceives conflict which, in turn, elicits conflict 
management behaviors in the employee (e.g., withdrawal) that arouse conflict perceptions in the 
supervisor.  This elicits conflict management behavior in the supervisor which favorably or 
unfavorably affects subsequent judgments of employee job satisfaction.  In order to study these 
complex processes, there must be an integration of research methods that examine the emergence 
of both person-level evaluations and group-level properties that originate in the perceptions of 
individual group members (e.g., team climate or intragroup conflict).  Future research may 
examine both person- and group-level emergence in an integrated, 3-Level design. 
Conclusion 
This study began with the goal of disambiguating a difficult-to-define construct that has 
been associated with inconsistent research findings.  Results indicate that conflict perception is 
empirically distinguishable from the constructs with which it is often conflated, and some of 
these conflated constructs can be used to describe event cycles through which conflict 
perceptions emerge over time.  Future research is needed to further explicate conflict perception 
emergence at the person and group levels.  By assessing employee perceptions of conflict-
triggering events such as disagreement and EVs, practitioners may develop preventative 
interventions to conflict perception management such as supervisor training.  Moreover, 
supervisors may manage employee job satisfaction and curb conflict perceptions by directly 
inquiring about conflict-triggering events and using open-minded discussions or the Vroom-
Yetton model to resolve conflict rehabilitatively. 
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Tables 
Table 1 
Phrases used to Measure Conflict Issue Types in Self-Report Instruments 
 
Relationship   
 
Task 
 
Process 
 
Friction, personality 
clashes, anger (Jehn, 
1994) 
 
Friction, personality, 
tension, emotions (Jehn, 
1995) 
 
Relationship tension, 
anger expression, 
emotions (Jehn & 
Mannix, 2001) 
 
Emotions, anger 
expression, personal 
friction during decisions, 
personality clashes, 
tension during decisions 
(Pearson et al., 2002) 
 
Personal issues, social or 
personality things, non-
work things, personal 
matters (Jehn et al., 2008) 
 
The work, opinions 
regarding task, the task, 
ideas regarding the task 
(Jehn, 1994) 
 
Ideas, the work you do, 
differences of opinion 
(Jehn, 1995) 
 
Ideas, the task of the 
project (Jehn & Mannix, 
2001) 
 
Opinions, different 
ideas, differences about 
the content of decisions, 
differences of opinion 
(Pearson et al., 2002) 
 
Work matters, task-
related issues, ideas, 
different viewpoints 
during decisions, 
varying opinions, work 
things (Jehn et al., 2008) 
 
The pros and cons of 
different opinions, 
evidence for alternative 
viewpoints, different 
opinions or ideas 
(Behfar et al., 2011) 
 
Who should do what, the way to 
complete a task, delegation of tasks 
(Jehn et al., 1999;  
Shah & Jehn, 1993) 
 
Who should do what, task 
responsibilities, resource allocation 
(Jehn & Mannix, 2001) 
 
Delegation issues, the process to get 
the work done, the way to do things in 
the team, task responsibilities (Jehn et 
al., 2008) 
 
Logistical issues: 
The optimal amount of time to spend 
on different parts of teamwork, the 
optimal amount of time to spend in 
meetings, who should do what (Behfar 
et al., 2011) 
 
Contribution issues: 
Team members not performing as well 
as expected, team members not 
completing their assignments on time, 
members arriving late to team 
meetings, team members arriving late 
to team meetings (Behfar et al., 2011) 
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Table 2 
Emotions Included in this Study 
  
 
Motive Inconsistent 
 
Motive Consistent 
Social Emotions 
 
Self-referential 
 
Guilt 
Tension 
 
 
Pride 
Other-referential 
 
 
Resentment 
Tension 
 
 
Admiration 
Gratitude 
 
Nonsocial Emotions 
 
Approach Goal 
 
Disappointment 
 
Delight 
 
Avoidance Goal 
 
Frustration 
 
 
Relief 
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Table 3 
Item Factor Loadings and Alphas for Primary Measures in Pilot Study 
 Factor Loadings 
Item 1 2 3 4 
Factor 1: Negative Prescriptive EVs ( = .88)   
To what extent was this something you/your supervisor` shouldn't have done? .78    
How strongly do you feel that you/your supervisor shouldn't have done this? .87    
How negatively did this affect you/your supervisor (or something you/he/she 
care(s) about)? 
.68  
  
To what extent did this have negative consequences for you/your supervisor 
(or something you/he/she care(s) about)? 
.58  
  
I think I/my supervisor shouldn’t have done this. .65    
This is not how I think I/my supervisor should behave. .70    
Personally, I thought this was inappropriate. .70    
This was not an appropriate way to behave, in my opinion. .71    
Factor 2: Disagreement ( = .91)   
How often did you disagree (publicly or privately) with your supervisor 
today? 
 
.63   
How often did your supervisor disagree with you today?  .68   
Throughout the day, how often did you become aware of disagreement with 
your supervisor? 
 
.46   
How much disagreement was there between you and your supervisor today?  .93   
To what extent did you and your supervisor disagree today?  .93   
To what extent did you perceive disagreement with your supervisor today?  .70   
To what extent did you find it difficult to agree with your supervisor today?  .80   
Factor 3: Outcome Favorability ( = .89)   
I am satisfied with how the disagreement was resolved.   .86  
The outcome of the disagreement is favorable to me.   .76  
I’m pleased with the current status of the disagreement.   .93  
The current status of the disagreement is okay with me.   .76  
Factor 4: Episodic Conflict Perception ( = .92)   
Right now, there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me.    .93 
At the moment, I perceive conflict between my supervisor and me.    .85 
To some extent, my supervisor and I are in conflict right now.    .84 
I am currently aware of conflict between my supervisor and me.    .78 
Note. Factor loadings ≤ .15 are suppressed   
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Table 4 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Spearman’s Correlations among Primary and Secondary Measures in Pilot Study. 
Primary Measures α 1 2 3 4 
1.  Episodic Conflict Perception .92 1    
2.  Negative Prescriptive EVs .88 .31** 1   
3.  Disagreement .91 .54** .38** 1  
4.  Outcome Favorability .89 -.24** -.21* -.13* 1 
Secondary Measures      
General Affect/Work Measures      
5.  State Anger .80 .43** .43** .39** -.16** 
6.  State Depression .86 .33** .23** .29** -.21** 
7.  Job Satisfaction .94 -.45** -.31** -.35** .27** 
8.  Conflict at Worka  .47** .24** .49** -.18** 
9.  Unfair Treatmenta  .40** .34** .42** -.24** 
Supervisor Relationship/Behavior Measures      
10.  Interpersonal Justice .74 -.36** -.27** -.34** .21** 
11.  Relationship Quality .93 -.51** -.35** -.45** .38** 
12.  Verbal Appropriateness .93 .59** .40** .52** -.19** 
13.  Conflict Stress .82 .49** .43** .58** -.15** 
14.  Relationship Conflict (Jehn)b .84 .32** .06 .33** -.07 
15.  Relationship Conflict (Meier)b .90 .66** .40** .57** -.25** 
16.  Task Conflict (Behfar)c .84 .25** .20* .39** .22** 
Disagreement Measures      
17.  Relationship Conflict (Rispens)ab  .23** .21** .40** -.02 
18.  Task Conflict (Meier)b .77 .51** .23** .66** -.09 
19.  Process Conflict .87 .55** .25** .76** -.10 
*p < .05; **p < .01; aα not available for single-item measures; bFirst author’s name used for brevity. 
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Table 5 
Communication Mediums.  
ESM Survey: How have you communicated with your supervisor in the past month?  Check all that apply.  
Face-to-face, in-person 41.04% 
Mobile texting 16.11% 
Email 21.99% 
Video chat 19.33% 
Phone calls 1.54% 
Post-ESM survey: In the past month, what percentage of your communication (with your primary supervisor) has been 
face-to-face (in person or video chat like Facetime or Skype) versus electronic text (mobile text, email, online 
messaging)?  
100% face-to-face, 0% text 20.74% 
90% face-to-face, 10% text 36.12% 
80% face-to-face, 20% text 16.72% 
70% face-to-face, 30% text 10.70% 
60% face-to-face, 40% text 3.34% 
50% face-to-face, 50% text 6.69% 
40% face-to-face, 60% text 1.34% 
30% face-to-face, 70% text 2.01% 
20% face-to-face, 80% text 1.34% 
10% face-to-face, 90% text .67% 
0% face-to-face, 100% text .33% 
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Table 6 
Indicators of Participant Noncompliance.   
 
Variables Screening Participants  
 
n % of sample 
Failed Pre-ESM survey attention check: “Please select ‘a moderate amount’ to confirm 
you're paying attention” 
87 29.10 
 
Variables Screening ESM Surveys 
 
n % of ESM surveys 
ESM self-report item, missed surveys 277 16.00 
ESM self-report item, delayed survey completion 
617 20.33 
Timestamp proximity (completed less than 12 hours since the previous ESM survey 
212 6.88 
ESM surveys completed in less than 92 seconds 
782 25.38 
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for Level 1 Study Variables. 
Variable ICC(1) ICC(2) M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Negative Prescriptive EVs .25** .51 2.66 .88      
2. Disagreement Magnitude .16* .28 2.12 .69 .45**     
3. Outcome Favorability .33** .56 4.46 1.61 -0.34** -0.16*    
4. Motive Inconsistent Emotions .36** .77 1.46 .81 0.52** 0.37** -0.43**   
5. Motive Consistent Emotions .62** .90 2.22 1.24 -0.28** -0.25** 0.42** -.14*  
6. Episodic Conflict Perceptions .42** .82 2.08 1.54 0.42** 0.40** -0.39** .58** -.31** 
Note: Based on sample after data screening criteria were applied, ICC = intraclass correlation; ICC(2) coefficients were computed for 
each participant and then averaged across participants for each variable; N = 1,496 
* p ≤ .01 
**p < .001 
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Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics for Level 2 Study Variables. 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Negative Prescriptive EVs (Cluster Means) 2.64 .74        
2. Disagreements (Cluster Means) 2.04 .49 .48***       
3. Outcome Favorability (Cluster Means) 4.55 1.25 -.40*** -.24**      
4. Motive Inconsistent Emotions (Cluster Means) 1.44 .54 .41*** .36*** -.43***     
5. Motive Consistent Emotions (Cluster Means) 2.26 1.02 -.31*** -.28*** .43*** -.12ns    
6. Episodic Conflict Perceptions (Cluster Means) 2.03 1.09 .33*** .39*** -.40*** .59*** -.38***   
7. Global Conflict Perception 2.93 1.38 .40*** .42*** -.31*** .33*** -.32*** .54***  
8. Job Satisfaction 5.19 1.60 -.24** -.16* .38*** -.34*** .36*** -.35*** -.33*** 
Note: Based on sample after data screening criteria were applied, Level 1 variables 1-6 are operationalized as cluster means. 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
***p < .001 
ns not significant 
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Table 9 
Standardized Factor Loadings from 6-factor confirmatory factor analysis of Level 1 variables Factor Loadings 
1. Negative Prescriptive EVs ( = .87) 
Magnitude  
How strongly do you feel that you/your supervisor shouldn't have done this? .63 
I think I/my supervisor shouldn’t have done this. .53 
Valence  
How negatively did this affect your supervisor/you (or something he/she/you care(s) about)? .89 
To what extent did this have negative consequences for your supervisor/you (or something he/she/you 
care(s) about)? 
.86 
4. Disagreements ( = .92)  
How much disagreement was there between you and your supervisor today? .91 
To what extent did you and your supervisor disagree today? .92 
5. Outcome Favorability ( = .91)  
I am satisfied with the outcome of the disagreement. .94 
I am pleased with the current status of the disagreement. .88 
6. Motive Inconsistent Emotions ( = .90)  
Resentment .77 
Tension .83 
Disappointment .84 
Frustration .89 
7. Motive Consistent Emotions ( = .92)  
Admiration .87 
Gratitude .88 
Delight .88 
8. Episodic Conflict Perceptions ( = .95)  
Right now, there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. .96 
At the moment, I perceive conflict between my supervisor and me. .95 
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Table 10 
Standardized Factor Loadings from 3-factor confirmatory factor analysis of Level 2 variables 
1. Episodic Conflict Perceptions (Level 2 cluster mean, ICC(2) = .82) 
Right now, there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. .96 
At the moment, I perceive conflict between my supervisor and me. .89 
2. Global Conflict Perception ( = .87)  
Over the past month, there has been some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. .80 
To some extent, my supervisor and I have been in conflict over the past month. .81 
How much conflict did you perceive between you and your supervisor over the past month? .94 
    Over the past month, how often was there conflict between you and your supervisor? .91 
3. Job Satisfaction ( = .97)  
Over the past month, I have been satisfied with my job. .91 
In the past month, I’ve enjoyed my job. .96 
In the past month, I have liked working at my place of employment. .98 
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Table 11 
Hypotheses in Brief Measurement Model Outcome 
H.1 Episodic Conflict Perception → Global Conflict Perception L1 → L2 Supported 
H.2 Negative Prescriptive EVs → Episodic Conflict Perception L1 → L1 Supported 
H.3 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Episodic Conflict Perception L1 × L1 → L1 Not Supported 
H.4 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Job Satisfaction L1 × L1 → L2 Supported 
H.5 Global Conflict Perception → Job Satisfaction L2 → L2 Supported 
H.6 Negative Prescriptive EVs → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → Episodic 
Conflict Perception 
L1 → L1 → L1 Supported 
H.7 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → 
Episodic Conflict Perception 
L1 × L1 → L1 → L1 Supported 
H.8 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Motive Consistent Emotions → Job 
Satisfaction  
L1 × L1 → L1 → L2 Not Supported 
H.9 Negative Prescriptive EVs → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → Episodic 
Conflict Perception → Global Conflict Perceptions 
L1 → L1 → L1 → L2 Supported 
H.10 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → 
Episodic Conflict Perception → Global Conflict Perceptions 
L1 × L1 → L1 → L1 → 
L2 
Supported 
H.11 Negative Prescriptive EVs → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → Episodic 
Conflict Perception → Global Conflict Perceptions → Job Satisfaction 
L1 → L1 → L1 → L2 
→ L2 
Supported 
H.12 Disagreements × Outcome Favorability → Motive Inconsistent Emotions → 
Episodic Conflict Perception → Global Conflict Perceptions → Job Satisfaction 
L1 × L1 → L1 → L1 → 
L2 → L2 
Supported 
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Table 12 
Unstandardized coefficients and standard errors for hypotheses 9-10 
 Hypothesis 9 
 
Motive Inconsistent 
Emotions 
Episodic  
Conflict Perceptions 
Global  
Conflict Perception 
Negative Prescriptive EVs .27 (.02)*** .19 (.05)*** .47 (.05)*** 
Motive inconsistent emotions  .96 (.08)*** -.159 (.07)* 
Episodic conflict perceptions   .63 (.03)*** 
 Hypothesis 10 
 
Motive Inconsistent 
Emotions 
Episodic  
Conflict Perceptions 
Global  
Conflict Perception 
Disagreements 1.16 (.27)*** 1.13 (.14)*** -.29 (.13)* 
Outcome Favorability -.07 (.12)   
Disagreements × Outcome Favorability -.11 (.05)*   
Motive inconsistent emotions  .69 (.07)*** -.09 (.07) 
Episodic conflict perceptions   -.38 (.04)*** 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
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Table 13 
Unstandardized coefficients and standard errors for hypotheses 11-12 
 Hypothesis 11 
 
Motive Inconsistent 
Emotions 
Episodic  
Conflict Perceptions 
Global  
Conflict Perception 
Job  
Satisfaction 
Negative Prescriptive EVs .27 (.03)*** .19 (.05)*** .47 (.05)*** -.07 (.07) 
Motive inconsistent emotions  .96 (.08)*** .15 (.07)* -.71 (.12)*** 
Episodic conflict perceptions   -.63 (.03)*** -.28 (.06)*** 
Global Conflict Perceptions    -.22 (.04)*** 
 Hypothesis 12 
 
Motive Inconsistent 
Emotions 
Episodic  
Conflict Perceptions 
Global  
Conflict Perception 
Job  
Satisfaction 
Disagreements 1.16 (.27)*** 1.13 (.14)*** .36 (.15)* .69 (.21)* 
Outcome Favorability -.08 (.12)    
Disagreements × Outcome Favorability -.11 (.05)*    
Motive inconsistent emotions  .69 (.07)*** -.03 (.08) -.68(.10)*** 
Episodic conflict perceptions   .47 (.04)*** -.18 (.07)** 
Global Conflict Perceptions    -.37 (.06)*** 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.   
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Figures 
 
 
Figure 1 
 
 
Figure 1. Theoretical model with repeated measures and single measure variables specified. 
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Figure 2  
 
 
Figure 2. Survey groupings of primary and secondary measures for pilot study.
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Figure 3 
 
 
Figure 3. Diagrammatic representation of longitudinal design and measurement schedule. 
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Figure 4 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Two-way interaction between disagreement magnitude and outcome favorability on job satisfaction (no covariates). 
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Figure 5 
 
 
Figure 5. Two-way interaction between disagreement magnitude and outcome favorability on job satisfaction (with episodic conflict 
perception as a covariate). 
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Figure 6 
 
 
Figure 6. Level 1 conditional indirect effect of the interaction between disagreement and outcome favorability on episodic conflict 
perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions. 
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Figure 7 
 
Figure 7. Level 2 conditional indirect effect of the interaction between disagreement and outcome favorability on episodic conflict 
perceptions through motive inconsistent emotions. 
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Figure 8 
 
 
Figure 8. Level 1 interaction between disagreement and outcome favorability on motive consistent emotions. 
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Appendix A 
Jehn et al.’s (2008) Relationship Conflict Subscale 
1. How much fighting about personal issues was there in this team? 
2. We disagreed about non-work (social or personality) things. 
3. We fought about non-work things. 
4. Sometimes, people fought over personal matters. 
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Appendix B 
Behfar et al.'s (2011) Measure 
Relationship Conflict (taken from Jehn, 1995): 
1. How much friction is there among members of your team?  
2. How much are personality conflicts evident in your team?  
3. How much tension is there among members of your team?  
4. How much emotional conflict is there among members of your team?  
Task Conflict: 
5. To what extent does your team argue the pros and cons of different opinions?  
6. How often do your team members discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints?  
7. How frequently do members of your team engage in debate about different opinions or 
ideas?  
Logistical Conflict: 
8. How frequently do your team members disagree about the optimal amount of time to 
spend on different parts of teamwork?  
9. How frequently do your team members disagree about the optimal amount of time to 
spend in meetings?  
10. How often do members of your team disagree about who should do what?  
Contribution Conflict: 
11. How often is there tension in your team caused by member(s) not performing as well as 
expected? 
12. To what extent is there tension in your team caused by member(s) not completing their 
assignment(s) on time? 
13. How much tension is there in your team caused by member(s) arriving late to team 
meetings? 
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Appendix C 
Jehn's (1995, Jehn et al., 1999) Relationship Conflict Subscale 
1. How much friction is there among members in your work unit? 
2. How much are personality conflicts evident in your work unit? 
3. How much tension is there among members in your work unit? 
4. How much emotional conflict is there among members in your work unit?  
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Appendix D 
Jehn and Mannix (2001) Relationship Conflict Subscale 
1. How much relationship tension is there in your work group? 
2. How often do people get angry while working in your group? 
3. How much emotional conflict is there in your work group? 
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Appendix E 
Primary Measures (Pilot Study)* 
Negative Prescriptive Expectancy Violations  
Negative Prescriptive Expectancy Violations 
The following questions refer to your primary supervisor at your primary employer.  If you 
have more than one employer, focus on the one you view as primary.  If you have more than 
one supervisor, you can focus on the one that you view as most primary.  Read the description 
of "Shouldn'ts" below and respond to the following questions. 
 
 
"Shouldn'ts" refer to something that  
1. shouldn't have been done 
2. had a negative consequence 
 
Examples: 
- Forgetting someone’s name 
- Not responding to an email 
- Arriving late to a meeting 
- Submitting an assignment late 
- Inappropriate touching 
- Inappropriate comments 
- Speaking very loudly on cell phone at work 
- Profane language in a professional environment 
- Using phone during a meeting 
- Not offering help (could include something that should have been done but wasn't) 
  
Shouldn'ts may be described as: 
- Absent-minded 
- Stupid 
- Wrong 
- Inappropriate 
- Immoral 
- Unfair 
- Inconsiderate  
- Disrespectful 
- Awkward 
- Weird 
- Creepy 
- Either intentional or unintentional 
  
For the following questions, we are interested in:  
1. "Shouldn'ts" YOU performed that negatively affected your supervisor (or something 
he/she cares about) 
 
* Shaded areas were not presented to participants. 
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2. "Shouldn'ts" your SUPERVISOR performed that negatively affected you (or something 
you care about) 
 
 
Memory Search/Frequency Items  
Memory Search/Frequency Items 
1. Think carefully about your workday...   
How often did you do things today ("shouldn'ts") that had negative consequences for your 
supervisor? 
2. Think carefully about your workday...   
How often did your supervisor do things today ("shouldn'ts") that had negative 
consequences for you? 
1=Not at all, 5=Very often 
Now, for the questions that follow, identify one "shouldn't" that either was the most intense or 
best fits the description above. (1=it was something I shouldn't have done, 2=It was something 
my supervisor shouldn't have done, 3=Does not apply) 
 
Self-triggered EV 
Self-triggered EV (for participants who responded, “It was something I shouldn't have done”) 
1. To what extent was this something you shouldn't have done?  
 2. How strongly do you feel that you shouldn't have done this? 
 3. How negatively did this affect your supervisor (or something he/she cares about)? 
 4. To what extent did this have negative consequences for your supervisor (or something 
he/she cares about)? 
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
 5. I think I shouldn’t have done this. 
 6. This is not how I should behave. 
 7. Personally, I thought this was inappropriate. 
8. This was not an appropriate way to behave, in my opinion. 
1=Disagree, 5=Strongly agree 
 
Supervisor-triggered EV 
Supervisor-triggered EV (for participants who responded, “It was something my supervisor 
shouldn't have done”) 
1. To what extent was this something your supervisor` shouldn't have done? 
2. How strongly do you feel that your supervisor shouldn't have done this? 
3. How negatively did this affect you (or something you care about)? 
4. To what extent did this have negative consequences for you (or something you care about)?  
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
 5. I think my supervisor shouldn’t have done this. 
 6. This is not how I think my supervisor should behave. 
7. Personally, I thought this was inappropriate. 
8. This was not an appropriate way to behave, in my opinion. 
1=Disagree, 5=Strongly agree 
 
 
Disagreement 
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Disagreement 
The next set of questions refer to general perceptions of disagreement.  Think carefully before 
you answer.  You may have perceived disagreement during interactions that were, face to 
face, on a phone call, via text message, video conferencing (e.g., Skype, Facetime), or through 
email.  Most people can think of at least one disagreement they have had during the day.   
  
Disagreements may be subtle or intense, pleasant or unpleasant.   You may perceive 
disagreement when someone disputes something you say.  You may also perceive 
disagreement when you simply don't agree with something another person says.  Even if the 
disagreement wasn't discussed or was only momentarily perceived then resolved, you still 
might perceive it.  Please report these disagreement perceptions. 
 
 
 
Memory Search/Frequency Items  
Memory Search/Frequency Items 
1. Think carefully about your workday... 
How often did you disagree (publicly or privately) with your supervisor today? 
2. Think carefully about your workday... 
How often did your supervisor disagree with you today? 
3. Throughout the day, how often did you become aware of disagreement with your 
supervisor? 
1=Not at all, 5= Very often 
 
Disagreement Magnitude 
Disagreement Magnitude 
1. How much disagreement was there between you and your supervisor today? 
2. To what extent did you and your supervisor disagree today? 
3. To what extent did you perceive disagreement with your supervisor today? 
4. To what extent did you find it difficult to agree with your supervisor today? 
1=Not/none at all, 5=An enormous amount 
 
Outcome Favorability  
Outcome Favorability 
For the next set of questions, think about the MOST SIGNIFICANT disagreement you had 
with your supervisor today.  The following questions ask you to report how you feel about 
the resolution, outcome, result or status of the most significant disagreement you had today. 
1. I am satisfied with how the disagreement was resolved. 
2. The outcome of the disagreement is favorable to me. 
3. I’m pleased with the current status of the disagreement. 
4. The current status of the disagreement is okay with me. 
1=Extremely inaccurate, 7=Extremely accurate 
 
Episodic Confl ict Perception  
Episodic Conflict Perception 
1. Right now, there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. 
2. At the moment, I perceive conflict between my supervisor and me. 
3. To some extent, my supervisor and I are in conflict right now. 
4. I am currently aware of conflict between my supervisor and me. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
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Secondary Measures* 
 
State Anger  
State Anger 
Please indicate how you feel at this moment. 
1. Angry 
2. Resentful 
3. Annoyed  
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
 
State Depression             
State Depression 
Please indicate how you feel at this moment. 
1. Depressed 
2. Miserable 
3. Gloomy 
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
 
Unfair Treatment 
Unfair Treatment 
During my workshift today, I felt treated unfairly 
o Three times or more 
o Twice 
o Once 
o Not at all 
 
Conflict at W ork 
Conflict at Work 
1. Today, I had a conflict with people at work. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
 
Supervisor Verbal Appropr iateness  
Supervisor Verbal Appropriateness 
For the next set of questions, think about the verbal exchanges you had with your supervisor 
today (e.g., conversations via text, email, or face to face). 
1. Some of the things my supervisor said today were out of place. 
2. Some of my supervisor’s remarks today were simply improper. 
3. My supervisor said some things today that were simply the incorrect things to say. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
 
Interpersonal Justice  
Interpersonal Justice 
1. Regarding your supervisor’s behavior today, to what extent did your supervisor treat you in 
a polite manner? 
2. Did your supervisor treat you with respect today? 
3. Did your supervisor refrain from improper remarks or comments today? 
1=Not at all, 5=An enormous amount 
 
Job Satisfaction  
 
* Shaded areas were not presented to participants. 
CONFLICT PERCEPTION        181 
Job Satisfaction 
1. At present, I am satisfied with my job 
2. Right now, I like my job 
3. At this moment, I like working here 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
 
Supervisor Relationship Q uality  
Supervisor Relationship Quality 
1. Right now, my relationship with my supervisor is stable 
2. Right now, my relationship with my supervisor is strong 
3. Right now, my relationship with my supervisor makes me happy 
4. Right now, I really feel like part of a team with my supervisor. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
 
Conflict Stress  
Conflict Stress 
1. How often did you get into arguments with your supervisor today? 
2. How often did your supervisor yell at you today? 
3. How often was your supervisor rude to you today?  
4. How often did your supervisor do nasty things to you today? 
1=Not at all, 5= Very often 
 
Relationship Confl ict (Rispens & De merouti, 2016)  
Relationship Conflict (Rispens & Demerouti, 2016) 
1. My supervisor and I disagreed about personal issues today  
1=Not at all, 5=An enormous amount 
 
Relationship Confl ict (Meier et al., 2013)  
Relationship Conflict (Meier et al., 2013) 
1. Today, tensions existed between my supervisor and me 
2. Today, emotional conflicts existed between my supervisor and me 
3. Today, frictions existed between my supervisor and me 
1=Completely disagree, 5=Completely disagree 
 
Relationship Confl ict (Jehn et al., 2008)  
Relationship Conflict (Jehn et al., 2008) 
1. How much fighting about personal issues was there between you and your supervisor 
today? 
1=None at all, 5=An enormous amount 
2. My supervisor and I disagreed about non-work (social or personality) things today. 
3. My supervisor and I fought about non-work things today. 
4. Today, my supervisor and I fought over personal matters. 
1=Disagree, 5=Agree 
 
Task Confl ict (Meier et al., 2013)  
Task Conflict (Meier et al., 2013) 
1. Today, my supervisor and I disagreed about the way to complete a task. 
2. Today, my supervisor and I disagreed about who should do what 
3. Today, my supervisor and I disagreed about a decision 
1=Completely disagree, 5=Completely disagree 
 
Task Confl ict (Behfar et al., 2011)  
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Task Conflict (Behfar et al., 2011) 
1. To what extent did you and your supervisor argue the pros and cons of different opinions 
today?  
1=Not at all, 5=An enormous amount 
2. How often did you and your supervisor discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints today?  
3. How frequently did you and your supervisor engage in debate about different opinions or 
ideas today? 
1=Not at all, 5= Very often 
Process Conflict (Jehn et al., 2008) 
Process Conflict (Jehn et al., 2008) 
1. How much disagreement was there about delegation issues between you and your 
supervisor today? 
2. My supervisor and I disagreed about the process to get the work done today. 
3. To what extent did you and your supervisor disagree about the way to do things? 
4. How much disagreement was there about task responsibilities between you and your 
supervisor today? 
1=Not at all, 5=An enormous amount 
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Appendix F 
 
Main Study Measures* 
 
Eligibility Check Items 
1. On average, how many days per week do you spend working for your primary employer? 
 
Less than 1 day per week 
1 days per week 
2 days per week 
3 days per week 
4 days per week  
5 days per week 
6 days per week 
7 days per week 
2. Do you have a primary supervisor for this employer? 
 
yes, no 
3. Do you interact with your primary supervisor (via phone, video chat, text, email, or face-to-
face) every day you are at work? 
Yes, I interact with my supervisor every time I work  
No, but I interact with my supervisor most of the days I work  
No, only about half the time  
No, less than half the time  
No, I rarely interact with my supervisor 
 
Global Conflict Perception  
Global Conflict Perception 
The questions on this page are VERY subjective.  They ask you to report the degree to which 
you perceive conflict in your relationship with your primary supervisor over the past month 
(i.e., 4 weeks).  Note that perceived conflict varies in intensity.  Sometimes it is high and 
sometimes it is low and it is normal for there to be some level of perceived conflict in good 
relationships.  And, it is possible for you to perceive conflict even if the other person does not 
perceive conflict. 
 
1. Over the past month, there has been some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. 
2. To some extent, my supervisor and I have been in conflict over the past month. 
 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
3. How much conflict did you perceive between you and your supervisor over the past month? 
 
1=None at all, 5=An enormous amount 
4. To what extent was there conflict between you and your supervisor over the past month? 
5. How aware were you of conflict between you and your supervisor over the past month? 
 
 
* Shaded areas were not presented to participants. 
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1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
6. Over the past month, how often was there conflict between you and your supervisor? 
1=Never, 5= Very often 
 
Job Satisfaction  
Job Satisfaction 
The following items refer to your primary employer.  If you have more than one employer, 
please think of your primary employer when responding. 
 
1. Over the past month, I have been satisfied with my job.  
2. In the past month, I’ve enjoyed my job. 
3. In the past month, I have liked working at my place of employment. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
 
Negative Prescriptive EVs  
Negative Prescriptive EV Magnitude 
1. How strongly do you feel that you/your supervisor shouldn't have done this? 
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
2. I think I/my supervisor shouldn’t have done this. 
1=Disagree, 5=Strongly agree 
Negative Prescriptive EV Valence 
3. How negatively did this affect your supervisor/you (or something he/she/you care(s) about)? 
4. To what extent did this have negative consequences for your supervisor/you (or something 
he/she/you care(s) about)? 
1=Not at all, 5=Extremely 
 
Disagreement Magnitude 
Disagreement Magnitude 
1. How much disagreement was there between you and your supervisor today? 
2. To what extent did you and your supervisor disagree today? 
1=None at all, 5=An enormous amount 
 
Outcome Favorability  
Outcome Favorability 
Next: 
• Think about the MOST SIGNIFICANT disagreement you had with your supervisor 
today.  The following questions ask you to report how you feel about the resolution, 
outcome, result or status of the most significant disagreement you had today. 
1. I am satisfied with the outcome of the disagreement. 
2. I am pleased with the current status of the disagreement. 
1=Extremely inaccurate, 7=Extremely accurate 
 
Episodic Confl ict Perception  
Episodic Conflict Perception 
1. Right now, there is some level of conflict between my supervisor and me. 
2. At the moment, I perceive conflict between my supervisor and me. 
1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree 
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Appendix G 
Training Script25 
 
 I’ll be reading from a script to standardize the procedure for all participants. 
 The purpose of this study is to examine employee perceptions of workplace events 
over time.  Toward this end, we will be asking you to report daily events at work and 
perceptions regarding your relationship with your supervisor.   
 In total, the study includes 12 surveys.  In addition to the one you completed just 
now, you have  
 10 end-of-workday surveys and  
 1 final survey.   
 
 Click the next arrow 
Page -1: Study Timeline 
 This is the study timeline.  You completed Survey 1 today.  The 10 end-of-workday and 
final surveys will be sent to you via email and may be completed from work or home.   
 Each end-of-workday survey will take about 10 minutes.  The final survey will take about 
20 minutes.  At most, this should take 3 hours because the 10 ten-minute surveys will 
take 100 minutes plus the final survey will take 20 minutes which makes 120 minutes or 
2 hours, plus the 1 hour today. 
 
 Next, we’ll review the end-of-workday survey you’ll be completing for your next 10 
workdays.  After we finish reviewing the survey, you’ll be given a comprehension 
test to verify you understand everything. 
 
 Click the next arrow 
Page 0: Table of Contents 
 This is what we’ll be going over next. 
 Each of these pages have only a few items per page.  Again, this entire survey should 
take you no more than 10 minutes to complete 
 Please do not respond to any of the items while we are going over it 
 
 Next page 
Page 1: Welcome message 
 This will be the opening page of the end-of-workday surveys.  If possible, you should 
complete the survey immediately after you finish work on a computer.  If you don’t have 
access to a computer immediately after you finish work, you could use your phone but, 
you may have technical issues because the survey is designed to be taken on a computer. 
 Does anyone have multiple employers? 
 
25 Scripted content vocalized to participants is indicated by comment bubbles. 
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 [if they say yes or say nothing] If you have multiple employers, you should 
complete the survey after working for your primary employer or whichever job 
you have a primary supervisor at. Does that make sense? 
[make sure they understand] 
 
 If you have multiple supervisors, you should focus on the one you view as primary 
 Any questions? 
 Next page 
 
Page 2: Participant code 
 The first item asks for your participant code. We need your participant code in order to 
link your data from multiple surveys. 
 Because it’s so important, you’ll want to enter your participant code into your phone so 
you have access to it and won’t lose it.  You might also consider keeping the piece of 
paper with your participant code on it in your wallet or in your phone case. 
  The next question is, “At what time did you finish your workshift today.”  If you didn’t 
work on the day you’re completing the survey, you should select, “I did not work today.”  
In practice however, you should never have to do this because you should only be 
completing end-of-workday surveys on days you work.   
 If you ever miss a scheduled survey day, you should SKIP that day and reschedule the 
missed survey by adding one day to your participation schedule. 
 Next page 
Page 3: Disagreement Memory Search 
 The opening text on this page provides a description of disagreements.  The thing to 
remember here is that most people perceive disagreements every day and disagreements 
can be perceived without being explicitly discussed.  That is, you might privately observe 
a disagreement without having a verbal dispute. 
 Does that make sense? 
 Next page 
Page 4: Disagreement Evaluation 
 You will only see this page if you report some frequency of disagreement on the previous 
page.   
 The first pair of questions asks you to report the amount of disagreement you had with 
your supervisor today. 
 The second set of questions asks you to evaluate the disagreements overall today 
 The third set of questions asks you to identify the most significant disagreement you had 
today and report how you feel about its resolution, outcome, result or status. 
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 Are there any questions about this page? 
 Next page 
Page 5: Shouldn’ts 
 Shouldn’ts have 2 qualities.  They refer to something you think shouldn’t have been done 
and had a negative consequence.  The questions ask about two types of shouldn’ts:  (1) 
Shouldn’ts that had negative consequences for your supervisor and (2) shouldn’ts that 
had negative consequences for you. 
 Take a moment to look at the examples and let me know if you have questions. 
 The questions at the bottom of the page are designed to help you search your memory for 
these types of events.  Shouldn’t may refer to something you did (or failed to do).   
 Or, it can refer to something your supervisor did (or failed to do). 
 The last question on this page asks you to identify one shouldn’t that was either the most 
noteworthy or best fits the description above.  Depending on which option you choose 
will determine which set of questions you’ll see next. 
 Next page 
Page6a: Shouldn’ts (by you) 
 These items ask you to evaluate a shouldn’t performed by you 
 Next page 
Page 6b: Shouldn’ts (by supervisor) 
 These items ask you to evaluate a shouldn’t performed by your supervisor 
 You’ll see either page 6a or 6b 
 Next page 
Page 7: Emotions 
 The emotions items ask you to report your emotions toward your supervisor at the time 
you’re taking the survey.  So you’re not reporting emotions in general here but only those 
you are 
 Feeling at the time you’re taking the survey 
 That regard recent events involving your supervisor 
 Does that make sense? 
 Next page 
Page 8: Perceived Conflict 
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 This page includes items regarding conflict with your supervisor.  You may find that you 
perceive some level of conflict when you stop to think about it carefully. 
 Just remember that  
 …perceived conflict is very common and it is normal for there to be some level of 
perceived conflict in good relationships. 
 …and, you might perceive conflict even if you’re not sure whether your supervisor 
perceives conflict 
 Any questions here? 
 Next page 
Page 9: Last Page 
 This is the last page of the end-of-workday survey 
 These questions are important because they will trigger either a message for you or an 
email to us.   
 If you select “no” in response to the question about invitation emails, you’ll receive 
some brief instructions on what to do.  Invitation emails contain links to end-of-
workday surveys. 
 The next question, “Regarding your last workday (PRIOR to today), did you complete a 
survey at the end of the day?”   
 This is asking if you missed a day.  So, if you forgot to complete a survey at the end 
of your last workday, you can select one of the “no” options to indicate you did not 
complete an end-of-workday survey.  Does that make sense? 
 Answer these questions honestly because your responses will be monitored and we 
can only offer you help if we know you’ve gotten off schedule. 
 The final question is there so you can request the final survey.  When you’re at the end of 
your 11th survey, you can select the second option.  This will trigger an alert and we will 
email you the 12th survey.  If you select the second option before you have finished all 10 
end-of-workday surveys, we will ask you to add on one or more days of participation to 
complete all 10 end-of-workday surveys. 
 Also, before sending you the final survey, we’ll look at the timestamps for each of 
your end-of-workday surveys to see if you’ve completed more than 1 end-of-workday 
survey on the same day OR filled out more surveys per week than you actually work.  
So, please complete the end-of-workday surveys as instructed.  Complete only 1 end-
of-workday survey per workday. 
 Next page 
Comprehension Test 
 Next, please complete the comprehension test 
 Then, follow the instructions on the following page 
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The Final Page  
instructs participants to schedule invitation emails via ivolunteer.com.   
• Make sure they open the ivolunteer link 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
When all subjects are finished with scheduling,  
 Did you/everyone schedule all 10 end-of-workday surveys? 
• If not, help them before they leave 
 Each invitation email will instruct you to set a reminder in your phone to 
complete the end-of-workday survey within 1 hour of completing your 
workshift.  Please do this so you remember.  If you forget to complete a 
survey, we will ask you to make up any days you miss. 
 
 Regarding the Comprehension Test, all answers are true.  Please take the test 
with you for reference.  Are there any questions about the items? 
 
 Again, please make sure your participant code is saved in your phone as a picture, 
note, text message, or email draft.  You will not be able to complete surveys 
without your participant code. 
 Furthermore, we will not be able to identify you in order to email you the final 
survey if you don’t provide your participant code.  This is important because you 
have to complete the final survey in order to get full credit for the study.    
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Appendix H 
 
Main Study Materials 
Study Timeline 
 
 
 
 
 
Final Page of Training Supplement 
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Survey Scheduling Protocol 
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Reminder Email Example26 
 
 
 
 
  
 
26 The bottom of the email also contained the text, “What should I do if I forgot to complete an end-of-workday 
survey?  If you forgot or weren't able to complete your last end-of-workday survey, DO NOT try to complete it the 
next day.  Skip the survey you missed and complete your next end-of-workday survey at the end of your next 
workday.  Only complete end-of-workday surveys at the end of your workdays.” 
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First Page of ESM Survey 
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Appendix I 
 
 
Comprehension Test (Take-home Version) 
 
 
1.   Most people can think of at least one disagreement they have had during the 
day 
 True 
2.  Disagreements may be subtle or intense.  True 
3.  Disagreements may be pleasant or unpleasant.  True 
4.  Even if the disagreement wasn't discussed or was only momentarily 
perceived and then resolved, you still might perceive it.   
 True 
5.  “Shouldn’ts” refer to something that had a negative consequence  True 
6.  A “shouldn’t” may be something that was either said or done.  True 
7.  A “shouldn’t” may have been done either intentionally or unintentionally  True 
8.  A “shouldn’t” may be something that should have been done but wasn’t 
done 
 True 
9.  In this study, a “shouldn’t” only refers to things YOU THINK shouldn’t 
have been done. 
 True 
10.  In this study, the negative consequences of a “shouldn’t” may simply affect 
something you care about without affecting you directly. 
 True 
11.  It is normal for there to be some level of perceived conflict in good 
relationships 
 True 
12.  In this study, it is possible for you to perceive conflict even if the other 
person does not perceive conflict. 
 True 
 
 
